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High stakes accountability in education has changed nearly 
everything in school leadership. In the past, principals were expected to simply 
hold school each day with classes running smoothly and in an orderly fashion. 
Rising expectations have prompted state legislatures across the United States to 
implement high stakes accountability systems that hold schools responsible for 
student achievement. The responsibility for raising student achievement rests 
with the principal of the school. Mentoring programs have been determined as 
one way to cultivate and make ready new administrators for the challenges that 
they will face as they begin their careers. 
viii 
The purpose of this study was to evaluate Georgia Southern University's 
Mentoring Administrators Program (MAP) from the perceptions of the participants 
and clientele who took part in the MAP. This qualitative study analyzed two 
groups of long-term participants and two clientele who were program 
administrators. A set of eleven questions was used in the semi-structured 
interview process. The computer software program QSR NUD*IST Version 5 
(N5) was used to identify patterns and themes in the participants' responses. 
The major findings provided valuable insight and information. All 
participants were in agreement that having a mentor in the beginning of their 
careers was beneficial. Support, camaraderie and the ability to learn from the 
mentors were all described as positive aspects of the Mentoring Administrators 
Program. The sharing of ideas and the easing of the sense of isolation that new 
administrators often feel were also mentioned as benefits of the MAP. 
Time constraints and other obligations were mentioned as limitations of 
the Mentoring Administrators program. Many of the respondents spoke of how 
the day-to-day operations of running school often made attending the meetings 
difficult. 
The recommendations for the Mentoring Administrators Program 
suggested by the respondents included more meeting times to enable them to be 
more involved and locating a funding source that would allow the MAP to 
continue for future new administrators. The findings of this research enabled the 
researcher to make several recommendations for mentoring programs for new 
administrators. 
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High stakes accountability in education has changed nearly everything in 
school leadership (Bottoms & O'Neill, 2001). In the past, principals were 
expected to simply hold school each day with classes running smoothly and in an 
orderly fashion. Rising expectations have prompted state legislatures across the 
United States to implement high stakes accountability systems that hold schools 
responsible for student achievement (Bottoms & O'Neill). The responsibility for 
raising student achievement rests with the principal of the school. Research has 
shown that effective leadership is a key component in achieving school 
improvement (Harris, 2002). Principals are feeling the pressure of the 
accountability burden, and many are choosing to walk away from leadership 
positions. 
Lauder (2000) declared that the mass exodus from the education 
profession has placed the principalship in a precarious position. The number of 
practicing principals who are eligible to retire within the next three to four years 
has been placed as high as one in four (Ferrandino & Tirozzi, 2000). With the 
average age of principals in the United States at 50, Oilman and Lanman-Givens 
(2001) estimated that within the next decade the principal shortage will be a 
definite dilemma. Across the United States with the passage of the No Child Left 
Behind Act, the pressures of high-stakes testing and accountability are also 
making it difficult for districts to recruit people for the job of principal (Christie, 
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2000). In Georgia, the A-Plus Education Reform Act increased the pressure that 
principals face by touching on every aspect of education from classroom size to 
testing and funding accountability (Keene, 2000). Principals are also facing 
demands placed on their schools by sociological changes that have resulted in 
diverse student needs and interests (Casavant & Cherkowski, 2001). Districts 
are struggling to conceive of ways to assist the new administrators who will have 
to operate the schools in these critical times. Mentoring has been deemed as 
one way to cultivate and make ready new administrators for the challenges that 
they will face as they begin their careers (Hopkins-Thompson, 2000). 
Mentoring is defined in the literature many different ways. Young and 
Wright (2001) defined mentoring as the establishment of a viable relationship to 
enhance individual career/personal/professional growth and development. 
Milstein, Bobroff, and Restine (1991) called a mentor an advisor, an advocate, a 
tutor, and a supervisor. A mentor is also one who emotionally guides and 
influences the protege's personal and professional life (Muse, Wasden, & 
Thomas, 1988). Daresh and Playko (1992) described the mentoring relationship 
as one in which both the mentor and the protege gain value. Douglas (1997) 
categorized mentoring as an intense relationship between two people in which 
the one with more experience oversees the other's career and psychosocial 
development. 
Mentoring can also occur in groups. Research found that group mentoring 
is especially appropriate for adults because they learn better in group situations 
(Dansky, 1996). Kaye and Jacobson (1995) advised that group mentoring has 
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gained widespread appeal as a way for a mentor to guide a number of proteges 
through the complex process of developing into leaders in their occupations. 
Mitchell (1999) found that the group environment was helpful, supportive and 
comfortable, and one in which the proteges felt free to discuss issues openly. 
Mitchell also found that a literature search on group mentoring provided little 
available information. 
With the number of educational administrators nearing the age of 
retirement, the need has arisen for a program to train beginning administrators to 
take the lead in the schools (Casavant & Cherkowski, 2001). College and 
university programs in educational administration offer the theory, but so often, 
the application preparation is not present. Formal mentoring programs are one 
way to close the gap between theory and application (Casavant & Cherkowski). 
Bush and Chew (1999) reported that any program with the ability to 
benefit practicing administrators and those new in the field will positively impact 
the schools, which will in turn, impact students. In this day of accountability, 
when everyone is searching for a way to improve test scores and so much 
responsibility is placed on the administration of the school, mentoring may be the 
critical missing key to help new leaders (Maggart & James, 1999). Muse, 
Thomas, and Wasden (1992) indicated that the best mentoring programs are 
joint ventures between the school district and the university personnel in the 
selection, training, and evaluation of principals to mentor. Maggart and James 
concluded that leadership success in the immediate future will depend on 
mentoring more than any other process. 
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Gibb (1999) declared that the critical element that is missing from the 
research literature on mentoring is the evaluation piece. Many of the mentoring 
programs that are in place have not been evaluated. Hoachlander, Alt, and 
Beltranena (2001) asserted that more evaluation is needed to determine whether 
these programs are working toward their goal of preparing new administrators to 
lead the schools. 
Statement of the Problem 
Mentoring is an important part of the development of new administrators. 
Many times, individuals step into the role of principal although they have had no 
real life experience operating schools. Mentoring allows a new administrator the 
opportunity to talk with someone who has the experience and skills of the 
principalship and the ability to share this knowledge with the new administrator 
who has the educational background but not the experience. 
Georgia Southern University recognizes the importance of helping new 
administrators unite theory with practice. In order to achieve this goal, University 
personnel have developed the Mentoring Administrators Program (MAP). The 
goal of the MAP is to provide new administrators with the opportunity to network 
with other administrators and experts who are able to share information, as well 
as to provide possible solutions to the problems that new administrators face. 
The Mentoring Administrators Program has been in place for three years; 
however, it has not been evaluated. The focus of this research was to evaluate 
MAP from the perceptions of the participants and clientele. Specifically, the 
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researcher plans to evaluate the program and to identify any changes that might 
improve the program. 
Research Questions 
The over-arching question for this research was: What are the perceptions 
of participants and program administrators toward the Mentoring Administrators 
Program (MAP) at Georgia Southern University? The following sub questions 
guided the over-arching research question: 
/ 1. What are the participants' general perceptions of mentoring? 
^2. What benefits do participants perceive they received from the 
Mentoring Administrators Program? 
3. What do participants perceive as limitations of the Mentoring 
Administrators Program? 
4. What perceived changes to the Mentoring Administrators Program 
would the participants recommend? 
5. What are the perceptions of other clientele toward the Mentoring 
Administrators Program? 
Significance of the Study 
Strong administrative leadership has been listed as one component of 
successful schools. Since many Georgia administrators are at retirement age, 
this strong leadership will have to come from the new administrators hired to lead 
the schools. Because of the heightened accountability issues that have been 
brought on by former Governor Barnes and the legislature in the form of the A: 
Plus Education Reform Act, the new administrators will not be able to operate 
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their schools by trial-and-error. These new administrators need the help of 
veteran administrators and experts in the field of education who can mentor them 
and provide answers that will make the new administrator's job of running the 
school more successful. 
Georgia Southern University's Mentoring Administrators Program is an 
opportunity for the Educational Leadership faculty to evaluate administrators on 
the job in an effort to guarantee their graduates as a part of the Board of Regents 
mandate. The Mentoring Administrators Program also provides new 
administrators the chance to meet with educational experts and other 
administrators to discuss relevant topics in education. This program is a way to 
join theory and practice to help new administrators make solid decisions that will 
positively impact their schools. Studies have been conducted on the 
effectiveness of mentoring in business, and formal mentoring programs have 
been utilized in other states with success. By researching the effectiveness of 
the Mentoring Administrators Program at Georgia Southern University, the 
researcher will add to the information that is available on mentoring. 
This research is also important for the Governor of Georgia, who can 
mandate mentoring programs and promote legislation, which will create 
mentoring programs for school administrators in Georgia. The State 
Superintendent of Schools can endorse mentoring programs as important for 
new administrators who need support as they begin their careers. 
The researcher has personal experience working with a principal who 
mentors. This principal is preparing the researcher to step into the role of 
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principal by including her in the day-to-day operations of the school. The 
researcher has worked with other principals who did not intentionally mentor or 
seemed to have no plan for teaching someone how to run the school. Similarly, 
many new administrators have no one to mentor them as they step into the role 
of principal. By conducting research on the Mentoring Administrators Program, 
the researcher will provide administrators an opportunity to evaluate a program 
designed to help them in their schools. 
Procedures 
In order to collect data on the impact that the Mentoring Administrators 
Program has had on current Georgia administrators, the researcher used 
qualitative techniques. Qualitative techniques lead to rich data that allows the 
researcher to assess the participants' perspectives of the program to be 
evaluated (Miles & Huberman, 1994). 
Twelve participants were purposefully selected from the pool of 
administrators and clientele who participated in the Mentoring Administrators 
Program (MAP) at Georgia Southern University. Semi-structured interviews were 
conducted individually with each participant. Worthen, Sanders, and Fitzpatrick 
(1997) found that interviews allow for clarification and probing and should be 
used when greater depth of information is needed. The interviews were tape- 
recorded, and the researcher took notes as well. The researcher attempted to 
find the common patterns and themes among the perceptions of the participants 
and the perceptions of the clientele. The computer software program QSR 
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NUD«IST Version 5 (N5) was also used to ascertain if there were any common 
patterns and themes. 
Limitations 
Limitations for this study included: 
1. This study was limited to Georgia administrators and clientele who 
participated in Georgia Southern University's Mentoring Administrators 
Program. 
2. Few participants in the Mentoring Administrators Program in the three- 
year period limited the pool from which participants could be chosen. 
3. Little anecdotal data was available concerning the program. 
Definition of Terms 
For the purpose of this study, terms were defined as follows: 
1. A-Plus Education Reform Act 
The education reform act signed by Georgia's former Governor Barnes to 
raise accountability and achievement in Georgia's public schools. 
2. Clientele 
Other administrators, not principals, who participated in the Mentoring 
Administrators Program, for example superintendents, assistant 
superintendents, and Georgia Southern University faculty. 
3. Mentoring Administrators Program (MAP) 
A Georgia Southern University developed mentoring program that met 




An experienced person who works with a less experienced person and 
teaches her by modeling and creating opportunities for the less experienced 
person to reach her professional goals. 
5. Mentoring 
The pairing of experienced administrators with beginning administrators to 
help them succeed in their positions (Playko & Daresh, 1989). 
6. No Child Left Behind Act 
The federal education reform act signed by President Bush to raise standards 
and ensure education accountability. 
7. Principal 
The principal is the one who leads the school. 
8. Protege 
The beginning administrator who is dependent on the mentor to assist 
him/her with the skills that are important for leading the school. 
Summary 
Beginning administrators in Georgia's public schools needed mentors to 
help them develop into competent administrators. The accountability that faced 
all educators meant that new administrators could not be left alone to learn how 
to run the schools on their own. They needed to have someone who had the 
knowledge base to mentor and teach them how to effectively become the leader 
of their school. 
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A formal mentoring program was an excellent way to ensure new 
administrators were being mentored. A program of this type provided role 
models for the new administrators and helped them learn not only how to 
accomplish the work of an administrator, but also how certain decisions were 
made. This type of real world experience was a much different teacher than that 
which was taught in a classroom or read in a textbook. By working with a 
mentor, new administrators became familiar with the daily opportunities they 
faced. 
Being mentored can provide an important learning opportunity for all 
Georgia administrators who have new requirements based on A-Plus Education 
Reform Act. The principal of the school is ultimately accountable for her 
students' scores on all standardized tests so she must be aware of the 
requirements that are placed on her. She has no leeway to make mistakes and 
to learn on her own how to correct them. Mentors who can lead her through the 
maze of requirements and obligations can help the new principal become a 
success from the beginning. 
The Mentoring Administrators Program (MAP) at Georgia Southern 
University is one such mentoring program. University faculty attempted to 
provide quality mentors for beginning administrators in the forms of practicing 
administrators and education experts. These people were available to provide 
insights and possible solutions to the dilemmas that new administrators may 
face. A program evaluation of the MAP presented critical evidence to program 
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administrators concerning the viability of the program and also identified any 
changes that would improve the program. 
The program evaluation was conducted using the qualitative technique of 
semi-structured interview questions to ascertain the perceptions of the MAP 
participants and clientele. The researcher then examined the data to determine if 
common patterns and themes existed between the perceptions of the 
participants and the perceptions of the clientele. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF RESEARCH AND RELATED LITERATURE 
When addressing the need for mentoring for school administrators, one 
must examine the literature that is pertinent to the topic. A review of this 
literature addressed the topics of: leadership issues in schools, accountability 
issues facing administrators, the administrator shortage, the concept of 
mentoring, mentoring in various occupations, mentoring in education, group 
mentoring with adult learners, the Mentoring Administrators Program, and the 
future for new administrators. 
Issues Necessitating Administrator Mentoring 
Leadership Issues 
In 1983, the National Commission on Excellence in Education published a 
document entitled A Nation at Risk (Bracev. 2001). This study, commissioned 
and promoted by the Department of Education under President Ronald Reagan, 
asserted that United States schools were severely lacking and that United States 
students were not learning. The study charged that the nation's economic future 
was at risk because of the mediocrity that abounded in schools. With the 
publication of this document came an onslaught of negative publicity and 
accusations about the state of public education in the United States. Jehlen 
(2001) documented that A Nation at Risk was responsible for the wave of school 
reform that has since followed. 
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In 1990, President George Bush and the nation's governors met and 
adopted six national educational goals in an effort to provide a common direction 
for education improvement in all states (Goertz, 2001). The adoption of these 
goals shifted the emphasis in education to student outcomes and accountability. 
Equity became redefined as "ensuring all students access to a high-quality 
educational program" (Goertz, p. 62). Changes also occurred in the roles that 
federal, state and local governments played with regards to education. States 
were required to establish challenging content and performance standards for all 
students and provide support to schools. States' education policies were aligned 
with the federal government and across the local systems to provide cohesive 
policy guidance and instructional support in hopes that standards would be 
raised and all students would achieve (Goertz). 
When President Clinton took office, he and his Department of Education 
began implementing a plan to encourage nationwide standards-based education 
(Stallings. 2002). The result was Goals 2000, and the purpose was to promote 
the achievement of the national education goals by the year 2000; to raise, with 
the aid of high standards, the expectations for parents, teachers, and students; 
and to give state and local reform efforts greater flexibility and more support 
(Stallings). The trend for standards-based reform, which began with Bush, Sr., 
continued through the Clinton administration. 
President George W. Bush maintained the push for accountability and 
stronger standards with the No Child Left Behind Act, which demands increased 
accountability for results, increased flexibility and local control, expanded options 
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for parents and students, and dependence on proven teaching methods 
(Stallings, 2002; National Staff Development Council, 2001). Kiely and Henry 
(2001) also described the most important aspect of the Act as the requirement 
that all states develop challenging state standards that would be measured 
annually by state tests, which would then be measured against a national 
benchmark test. 
As evidenced by initiatives established by the Presidents throughout the 
years, legislators have addressed a broad array of challenges facing schools in 
an effort to improve student achievement and school performance (National Staff 
Development Council, 2001). These challenges, which range from raising 
standards to holding schools accountable for test score results, mean that 
principals need guidance themselves in how to effectively lead their schools. 
Elmore (2000) reported that principals must continue to organize, budget, and 
manage, but they must also have vast knowledge of curriculum, instruction, and 
assessment to ensure that their schools are improving student performance. A 
skilled principal, one who is an instructional leader, is a key factor in schools that 
have been deemed effective by research (Keller, 1998). 
Principals who have been found to be instructional leaders have certain 
characteristics in common. The National Staff Development Council (2001) 
found that instructional leaders spend a great deal of time in classrooms 
observing teaching and encouraging higher performance. These principals help 
teachers focus their attention on student test scores and other indicators of 
student learning to prepare lessons that will raise achievement. Principals who 
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are instructional leaders spend time arranging for staff development to help 
teachers assist all students to reach higher standards. These principals also 
provide their teachers with opportunities to share information and work together 
to plan curriculum and instruction (National Staff Development Council). 
It is critical in public education for new principals to become trained as 
instructional leaders, who are committed and capable (Education Commission, 
2000). These dynamic and well-trained leaders must understand the social, 
economic, and political forces that influence education, and they must be 
committed to implementing new solutions in an effort to improve education. If 
educators are to become this type of leader, then training programs must 
change. The curriculum and preparation programs of yesterday are not 
adequate for training the type of leaders who are needed for today's public 
education (Education Commission). Daresh (1999) noted that principal 
preparation programs must become leadership development programs to create 
leaders who focus on the instructional activities in the school. A major 
component of leadership development programs is the mentoring relationship 
that can nurture and train the new principal (Renihan, 1999). 
Federal Accountability Issues 
When President Bush signed the No Child Left Behind Act into law, he 
made it ciear that student achievement is the goal; however, that goal cannot be 
reached without school leadership (Bailey, 2002). The law gives state and local 
school administrators the responsibility to direct federal funds based on their own 
priorities and initiatives and to be held accountable for the results of the 
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investment. School administrators are also responsible for directing technology, 
reading, mathematics, and accountability strategies through professional 
development for teachers, principals and superintendents. The law also provides 
the opportunity for school administrators to make data-driven decisions using 
technology, which will help educators identify trends, track progress, and direct 
resources to the areas that need the most assistance. This push towards more 
local control means more accountability for school administrators who are feeling 
the pressure to bring better results faster than ever before (Bailey). 
Donlevy (2002) determined that there are four areas of the No Child Left 
Behind Act that merit administrators' attention. He documented that the Act 
promotes high standards, and principals of Title I schools must "align their efforts 
with state standards, hire only appropriately trained and certified staff, develop 
evidence-based program initiatives, and achieve measurable results within 
specified timeliness" (p. 257). The Act also requires that schools show adequate 
yearly progress in bringing children to proficiency in reading, math and science 
according to each state's standards. Principals must ensure that all students are 
moving proficiently because their schools' data will be monitored. Lewis (2002) 
determined that principals must have a system of beliefs and practices in order to 
effect change in their schools. Schools, and consequently, principals will be held 
accountable if adequate yearly progress is not achieved over a two year span. 
Schools will be required to develop corrective plans. If these plans do not bring 
improvement, other measures, such as curriculum renewal or state takeover may 
take place. Finally, according to the No Child Left Behind Act, parents will have a 
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choice to remove their children from schools that have not made adequate yearly 
progress to schools that are proficient. These areas of the Act place even more 
pressure on principals to make sure that their schools make progress so all 
students can learn in a supportive school environment (Donlevy, 2002). Many 
new administrators are not adequately prepared for this pressure. 
State Accountability Issues 
In Georgia, former Governor Barnes signed the A-Plus Education Reform 
Act and changed the requirements for educating children in Georgia. Specific 
code sections of the law have increased the responsibilities of school 
administrators. 
The A-Plus Education Reform Act mandates the creation of school 
councils (O.C.G.A. 20-2-85) at each school. The administrator of the school is 
the chairperson of the council and is responsible for convening the appropriate 
bodies to select school council members; setting the agenda, meeting time, and 
location; and notifying all school council members of the meeting. The 
administrator must also speak for the council and represent it at the board of 
education meetings. It is the responsibility of the administrator to communicate 
to the superintendent council requests for information and assistance and to 
inform the council of the superintendent's responses or actions. The school 
administrator must develop the agenda for each council meeting based on 
council members' suggestions and must provide council members with initial and 
midterm allotment sheets for each school. Though the code section was created 
to ensure that school personnel, parents, and members of the community share 
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in the governance of the school, it also places more responsibilities on the 
administrators of the schools. 
The A-Plus Education Reform Act has a provision for measuring student 
achievement toward Quality Core Curriculum (QCC) goals (O.C.G.A. 20-2-281) 
based on Criterion Referenced Competency Tests (CRCT) given to students in 
grades one through eight. Students' achievement in grades nine through twelve 
will be measured on end of course assessments. The Office of Education 
Accountability will coordinate the assessment programs (O.C.G.A. 20-14-25) and 
publish the results of the assessments, aggregated by grade level and subject 
areas (O.C.G.A. 20-14-33). Schools will be awarded grades based on the 
assessments ranging from A to F. Awards will be issued to schools that earn an 
A or B rating (O.C.G.A. 20-14-38), and schools that earn a D or F are subject to 
interventions that range from issuing a public notice of the school's discrepancies 
to a Department of Education school improvement team taking over the school, 
and the administration and faculty being removed (O.C.G.A. 20-14-41). The 
administrator of the school must strive to ensure that the teachers are teaching 
the necessary skills so the students can pass the state assessments. Unlike any 
other time in the past, jobs are on the line, and administrators feel the pressure of 
the responsibility. 
Annual teacher evaluations have been amended based on the A-Plus 
Education Reform Act of 2000, and the changes that have been made have 
increased the responsibility of administrators. Before the act, administrators 
evaluated teachers based on observing teachers teaching in their classrooms, 
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and the teachers' performance of their duties and responsibilities. According to 
the act, annual teacher evaluations must at a minimum take into consideration 
the following: 
• The role of the teacher in meeting the school's student achievement 
goals, including the academic gains of students assigned to the 
teacher; 
• Observations of the teacher by the principal and assistant principals 
during the delivery of instruction and at other times as appropriate; 
• Participation in professional development opportunities and the 
application of concepts learned to classroom and school activities; 
• Communication and interpersonal skills as they relate to interaction 
with students, parents, other teachers, administrators, and other school 
personnel; 
• Timeliness and attendance for assigned responsibilities; 
• Adherence to school and local school system procedures and rules; 
and 
• Personal conduct while in performance of school duties. (O.C.G.A. 20- 
2-210) 
The documentation of these evaluation components places more responsibility 
on the school administrator. 
Administrator Shortage 
With the increased pressure from the state and federal level, many 
educators are choosing not to apply for administrative positions (Gilman & 
Lanman-Givens, 2001). When coupled with the high number of administrators 
who are at or near retirement age, an administrator shortage is threatening 
(Ferrandino & Tirozzi, 2000). Forty-two percent of the United States school 
districts are experiencing shortages of qualified principal candidates, and the 
Department of Labor reported that forty percent of the country's principals will 
soon reach retirement age (Curriculum Review, 2002). 
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Groff (2001) asserted that any problem that is found in society can now be 
found in schools, and it is the principal's responsibility to address it. Yerkes and 
Guaglianone (1998) and later Gilman and Lanman-Givens (2001) documented 
that there are other reasons that people are not applying for administrative 
positions in the schools. The pay differential between teachers and principals 
has decreased over the last several years. Many educators believe that the 
financial rewards of being principal are not commensurate with the 
responsibilities that the job entails. Many aspiring principals are faced with costly 
degree requirements and courses that do not adequately equip them with the 
necessary skills for operating a school. They are faced with the difficulty of trying 
to do everything in the school from community relations to fundraising 
chairperson to disciplinarian to enforcer of the rules, regulations, and policies. 
This often leaves little time for the job of instructional supervisor, which is 
necessary to address the accountability issues that now face school districts. 
Groff (2001) pointed out that educational reform has focused for many 
years on improving education by hiring more teachers who are better qualified. 
Parents and taxpayers have also complained that schools were overloaded with 
administrators; consequently, districts redirected funding toward teachers. Groff 
concluded that while improving teacher quality and the number of teachers in the 
classroom are very important, schools need quality administrators to ensure their 
success. 
Peterson and Kelley (2001) cautioned that filling the vacant principals' jobs 
over the next five years with knowledgeable, skilled new administrators will not 
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be easy. An Education World survey determined that many new administrators 
feel left on their own, with few opportunities to share ideas and gain insight about 
the day-to-day operations of the school ("From the Principal", 2002). Mentoring, 
which can be accomplished in many forms, may be one way to encourage 
educators to move into administrative positions and lead the schools in the new 
millennium (Bloom & Krovetz, 2001). 
Concept of Mentoring 
Mentoring has been in existence for thousands of years (Taylor, 1999). In 
Homer's epic The Odyssey, Odysseus asked his friend Mentor to watch over his 
son during Odysseus's absence. Wilson (2001) described this education as 
combining aspects of physical, intellectual, spiritual, social, and occupational 
development. Mentor served as a counselor, guardian and guide to the prince. 
Mentor did not replace Odysseus; however, he prepared the prince for the 
difficulties and trials that the prince would face as he came of age 
(Samier, 2000). This example defines the relationship between the mentor and 
the protege. Wilson further discerned that the mentor fulfills a need that is unmet 
by any other relationship by modeling admirable personal traits and professional 
skills. Clark, Harden, and Johnson (2000) defined this relationship as one 
between an individual who is usually more experienced and older and who acts 
as a role model, teacher, and sponsor of a protege who has less experience and 
is younger. 
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The Value of Mentoring 
The importance of having a mentor has been documented in business, the 
armed services, nursing, and in education. Thaler (2001) observed that 
successful people have one thing in common - an influential mentor at some 
point in their life. Having a mentor is the single most important reason why 
certain people tend to rise higher in corporations than others (Wellington, 2001). 
(see Table I) Although Foote (2001) concluded in his survey of CEOs that there 
was little consensus among these leaders as to why they had made it to the top 
of their field, the one constant that all of the surveyed CEOs mentioned was the 
impact a mentoring relationship on his/her development and ultimate success. 
Martin, Reed, Collins, and Dial (2002) supported the power of a mentoring 
relationship in their survey of Fortune 500 executives, which indicated that 96% 
believed that mentoring was an important influence in their professional 
development. In her book Women Making It. Ruth Holcomb said, 
One's success or failure at turning points in their careers greatly depends 
upon whether a mentor is present or not. To have a mentor is to be 
among the blessed. Not to have one is to be damned to eternal oblivion 
or at least to mid-level status. (1979, pp. 126-127) 
Mentoring in Business 
In their discussions with top business leaders, Bennis and Thomas (2002) 
revealed that these leaders all spoke of mentoring relationships of which they 
had been a part. These relationships were described as intense and meaningful 
experiences that helped the leaders gain valuable insight, which enabled them to 
lead with resilience and durability. 
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Table I 
Past studies on the Value of Mentoring - Business 
Study  Participants  Design  Outcomes 
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Sandura (1999) 244 manufacturing Quantitative Mentored 
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Barbian (2002) Business Quantitative 77% of the 
companies survey companies listed 
mentoring 
programs as an 




In their study of business school graduates, Dreher and Ash (1990) found 
individuals involved in extensive mentoring relationships reported they received 
more promotions, had higher incomes, and were more satisfied with their pay 
and benefits than individuals who had less extensive mentoring relationships. 
Dreher co-authored another study on MBA graduates and found that those with 
mentors had an average salary advantage of $22,000 over those who had not 
established any form of mentoring relationship ("Old-boy," 1997). 
Similar to the conclusions of Dreher and Ash, Sandura (1992) reported 
that 244 manufacturing managers found a link between mentoring and career 
success (Sandura, 1992). Those managers who reported they were mentored 
also reported that they received more promotions and had higher salary levels 
than those who had not been mentored. 
Broadbridge (1999) also documented in a study of 132 retail managers 
that more than half of the managers had mentors, who played an important role 
in the managers' current job, career, and self-development. Specifically, the 
mentored individuals had more career mobility, opportunity, recognition, 
satisfaction, and promotions. 
In a similar study conducted by Linehan and Walsh (1999) of female 
managers, findings indicated that the women who were mentored cited their 
mentors as a reason for their advancement to senior management positions and 
those who had no mentors felt this was critical to their lack of advancement. 
Salkin (2002) reported comparable positive reports on mentoring in the 
Labatt Food Service Company. Labatt Food credited its mentoring program with 
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the company's robust sales growth and a retention rate of ninety percent of those 
employees who were mentored. The mentoring relationships prevented the sink- 
or-swim failure that new employees sometimes experienced and allowed the 
employees to learn how to anticipate and solve problems from the company's 
best employees who are chosen to be mentors. 
Mentoring in the business world has also been found as a valuable 
retention and recruitment tool (Barbian, 2002). Seventy-seven percent of the 
companies surveyed listed their mentoring programs as an effective means of 
increasing retention of their employees. Of the employees who did not receive 
mentoring, thirty-five percent plan to look for another job within twelve months. 
Another positive aspect of mentoring is recruitment. "More than sixty percent of 
college and graduate students listed mentoring as a criterion for selecting an 
employer after graduation" (p. 39). 
In her study of human resource organizations, Hegstad (1999) found that 
mentoring can increase one's visibility, respect, and organizational power. 
Mentoring also improves employee motivation, performance, and commitment, 
while expediting leadership development. Hegstad found that "compared to 
nonmentored employees, those who were mentored often receive greater 
promotions, reach financial prosperity sooner, and report increased job 
satisfaction and commitment" (p. 386). 
Geiger-Dumond & Boyle (1995) revealed that Douglas Aircraft Company 
has a tradition of mentoring that is an integral part of the company's culture. The 
management at Douglas believe that mentoring improves the management and 
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technical pool and helps to shape future leaders. They have found that 
mentoring is an effective way to move knowledge through the organization from 
the more experienced employees to the newly hired. Formal evaluations of the 
mentoring program are conducted regularly with at least eighty percent overall 
satisfaction with the program. 
Mentoring in the Armed Services 
In the military arena, the Navy commissioned a study of all Navy flag 
officers who had retired from active duty by 1996 to see if these officers had 
benefited from mentoring (Johnson, Huwe, Fallow, & Lall, 1999). (see Table II) 
Over half of the responding officers reported they had been mentored throughout 
their careers. Most felt the mentoring they received helped them obtain key 
assignments, which helped to advance their career in the Navy. 
Mentoring was also the topic of a study commissioned by the United 
States Army. Steinberg and Foley (1999) conducted a study to examine how 
Army senior noncommissioned officers and commissioned officers conceptualize 
mentoring and how prevalent mentoring is in the Army. Through surveys and 
follow-up interviews, Steinberg and Foley found that mentors provided guidance, 
support and feedback for their proteges, as well as help in developing skills and 
obtaining future assignments. Ninety-five percent of those responding indicated 
that their mentor provided these mentoring behaviors. Seventy-four percent said 
that they were mentors to someone else in the Army, and eighty-four percent 
said that they had been mentored at one time in their Army career by someone 
who helped them to advance. 
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Table II 
Past studies on the Value of Mentoring - Armed Services 
Study Participants  Design  Outcomes 
Johnson, Huwe, 
Fallow & Lall 
(1999) 
Navy Flag Officers Quantitative 
survey 
Over one half had 
been mentored 
and felt it was 
beneficial to their 
advancement. 
Steinberg & Foley 
(1999) 








84% said they had 
had a mentor. Of 
these, 95% said 
mentors provided 
guidance, support 




Mentoring in Nursing 
Vance (2002) indicated that mentoring is a critical component of 
developing leadership potential in nurses, (see Table III) She further theorized 
that mentoring is a necessity for the success and survival of the nursing 
profession. She decribed mentoring as a professional obligation and privilege 
that is a powerful recruitment and retention tool to provide new nurses with 
support, direction, and a sense of belief in themselves. 
Greene and Puetzer (2002) also revealed the benefits of mentoring in a 
study of a structured mentoring program for nurses. The study results concluded 
that because of the high costs of recruitment and orientation of new staff, staff 
attrition created a financial burden on the hospital. In addition to the cost 
involved, the vacancies created by the nurses who leave after only a short time 
negatively impacted the senior nurse who had to take over the extra work load 
and constantly train new nurses. The mentoring program was implemented to 
"develop and maintain relationships between the new and experienced nurses, 
promote teambuilding, guide the novice nurses in the environment of their new 
role, and utilize the expert nurses already on staff" (p. 68). Greene and Puetzer 
documented that by incorporating the structured mentoring program, the number 
of nurses leaving their jobs after the first eighteen months was reduced from 21 
to 5. The benefit of this formal mentoring program was recorded as career 
success and advancement; the strengthening of the profession; and the 
preparation for leadership roles and succession. 
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Table III 
Past studies on the Value of Mentoring - Nursing 
Study  Participants  Design  Outcomes 
Greene & Puetzer Nurses in a formal Quantitative The number of 
(2002) mentoring survey new nurses 




dropped from 21 
to 5. 
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Mentoring in Education 
Matters (1994) asserted that formal mentoring is a planned process 
whereby mentors and proteges are brought together to achieve organizational 
goals. The mentor partnership between the two people brings tangible goals, 
such as new skills learned, as well as increased and enhanced performance by 
the protege. A close emotional bond between the mentor and the protege is an 
intangible goal that is often present. Formal mentoring programs, which have 
been used in other professional occupations for many years, were first 
introduced to the education profession in the 1980s (Matters), (see Table IV) 
Feiman-Menser (1996) pointed out that the mentoring that was first put 
into place in education was teacher mentoring. Policymakers and education 
leaders felt mentoring would provide beginning teachers with the support and 
assistance that was needed during that critical first year. The Holmes Group 
(1990) noted that teacher mentoring is part of most states' teacher induction 
programs often beginning at the pre-service level with teacher candidates who 
work with experienced teachers at internship sites to help the novices become 
acquainted with teaching by watching their mentors. Unfortunately, new 
administrators in education do not have the opportunity to participate in a 
mentoring program as these programs are not yet mandated by many states 
(Ricciardi, 2000). Hart (1993) explained that when formalized mentoring 
experiences do exist for new administrators, they are often ill-defined, poorly 
structured, and plagued by time and money constraints. Consequently, much of 
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Table IV 
Past studies on the Value of Mentoring - Education 
Study Participants  Design  Outcomes 
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Grover (1994) New principals in 




Mentoring was an 
asset. 
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the mentoring that takes place for new administrators comes as a result of 
informal mentoring. 
Mentoring is important, as evidenced by research in which Malone (2000) 
noted that when principals were asked to identify a vital component of their 
preparation, they most often identified other school leaders as their primary 
source in helping them become school leaders. Malone also pointed out that 
these mentoring relationships helped the principals throughout their careers. 
Mentoring in education has also proven to be a key ingredient in career 
success. In her study of people who aspired to be administrators, Turoczy 
(1996) reported that administrative hopefuls felt that having a mentor increased 
their visibility with the district administrators. This, in turn, provided them with 
opportunities for advancement when others might not have had the same 
opportunities. She concluded that the participants in the study who actively 
sought advice and guidance from their mentors were more likely to be moved 
into positions of administration. 
Geismar, Morris, and Lieberman (2000) indicated that mentoring can 
move new administrators from a position of dependence to independence. A 
mentoring relationship in which the mentor "leads instead of manages, who 
empowers instead of controls, and who is reflective and critical" affords the new 
principal the opportunity to learn how to lead (p. 235). Mentoring may also aid 
new principals in establishing a network of peers and experienced professionals 
who can provide support and guidance. This support may in turn build the new 
principal's confidence and competence in his/her new occupation. 
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Since the late 1980s, there has been a general consensus that 
educational leaders' preparation programs needed strengthening if they were to 
adequately prepare the administrators to lead America's schools (Daresh & 
Playko, 1993). The Danforth Foundation used its resources to challenge 
universities to align their preparation programs with the needs of school districts. 
This alignment led to the Danforth Programs for the Preparation of School 
Principals (DPPSP), which included 22 universities by 1992 (Milstein, 1993). 
A major portion of the Danforth program is the internship that the 
beginning administrator serves with a mentor. The participants in the program 
have stated internship is the best way to link the theories of education with the 
actual practice of education while working with a veteran administrator (Daresh, 
Conran & Playko, 1989). Daresh (1988) noted that effective mentors in the 
Danforth program are one of the bases for the success of the program, so the 
program leaders are careful to choose mentors who are successful to bond with 
and model for the beginning administrators. Thus far, the program seems to be 
accomplishing its goal of restructuring the educational leadership programs in the 
22 schools that currently participate in DPPSP. Mentoring, the major component 
of the restructuring, also seems to be having a positive impact on the beginning 
administrators who are fortunate enough to be involved (Milstein, 1993). 
In Kentucky since 1985, all new administrators have been fortunate to 
have a state mandated mentoring program. The Kentucky legislature mandated 
the Kentucky Beginning Principal Intern Program (KPIP) as a way "to provide 
supervision, assistance, and assessment required to determine the effective 
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instructional leadership abilities of a new or beginning principal" (Jean & Evans, 
1995, p. 5). The KPIP has two goals: 
1. To provide new administrator interns with the opportunity to learn from 
practicing professionals; and 
2. To provide licensure based upon new administrator interns 
demonstrating the ability to meet state administrator standards. 
(Kentucky Department of Education, 2002) 
Extensive research in 1989 deemed the intern experience to be "of considerable 
value or very valuable" to the principals who were mentored (Richardson & 
Prickett, 1991). 
Ashby (1991) indicated that in 1988, the Illinois State Department of 
Education, through the Illinois Administrators' Academy, followed Kentucky's lead 
and instituted a mentoring program for the state's practicing administrators as a 
way to develop instructional leadership. In 1991, a study of the principals in the 
Academy examined if their behaviors had been affected by their mentors. The 
data from the in-depth interviews revealed that the mentors influenced their 
principals through five different techniques: sharing, counseling, modeling, 
prodding, and supporting. Ashby discerned that the mentors, who related a 
sense of renewal in their abilities to do their jobs, benefited as much as the 
principals who were being mentored. 
A study was conducted of the Minnesota Administrative Mentoring 
Program to investigate the mentoring relationships that beginning principals had 
with their experienced mentors (Monsour, 1998). Administrative mentoring 
programs reduced the sense of isolation beginning administrators feel, and 
eased their transition into new positions. Mentors were responsible for providing 
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the necessary feedback to their proteges that allowed them to advance in their 
organizations. Beginning administrators reported that their mentors taught them 
how to deal with the everyday pressures of the job and how to communicate with 
the public and the central office. Monsour concluded that mentoring can provide 
a critical support system to new administrators that can make them more 
successful at their jobs. 
Grover (1994) indicated that the public school system in the city of New 
York introduced its mentoring program in the fall of 1991 when a number of new 
principals were hired to take the place of others who opted for early retirement. 
The Graduate School of Bank Street College of Education realized that these 
new administrators would need an experienced administrator, in the form of a 
Superintendent, to guide and assist them through their first year. Grover 
documented in his study that a majority of the first year principals found 
mentoring to be an asset in their development of leadership skills. The 
mentoring experience was most helpful when the mentoring program was highly 
structured and the mentor was highly capable of mentoring as evident by a 
positive attitude and preparation for the mentoring meetings. 
The Management Profile Program used by the Texas A&M University 
Principals' Center exemplifies the structure described by Grover. Wilmore (1995) 
noted that this program diagnoses strengths and weaknesses of the new 
administrator and uses the information to outline a professional development 
plan specific to his needs. He is encouraged to select a mentor to help him 
through the next three years as he addresses his profile. Specific guidelines are 
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in place for the mentor and the new administrator to meet, counsel, talk on the 
telephone and keep logs during the three-year period. The mentor is able to 
keep the new administrator focused on the things that really count during that 
first year when everything is new (Wilmore). 
Bradshaw and Buckner (2000) recorded that in 1996, North Carolina 
instituted the Master of School Administration program for the purpose of 
preparing school administrators. One portion of this program is an internship, in 
which the intern is paired with a mentor to gain experience and training. One of 
the most important aspects of the program is the acquisition of a skilled mentor, 
who can teach the intern and engage her in different types of administrative 
activities to develop the necessary skills (Bradshaw & Buckner). 
The College of Education at Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State 
University restructured its principal education program in 2000 to include a 
mentoring aspect (Virginia Polytechnic Institute, 2002). The Regional Principal 
Preparation Program (RP3) combines field-based instruction, active involvement 
with practicing administrators, and more integration of theory into practice. The 
RP3 has given the principal interns the opportunity to work with a mentor through 
a variety of administrative duties, as well as develop an "eye for keen observation 
and the sharpened intuition that come with experience" (Gordon & Moles, 1994, 
p. 67). The principal interns have mentors from all school levels and from the 
central office to provide the interns with learning experiences from different 
educational perspectives (Virginia Polytechnic Institute). 
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South Carolina also operates the Principal Induction Program, which is a 
yearlong program of support and professional development for new principals 
(Christie, 2000). The program provides experienced, practicing, building-level 
administrators as mentoring support and assistance to the new principals. All 
first time principals in the state must participate in the program. Christie also 
pointed out that other states, such as Alabama, Louisiana, and Mississippi, have 
recognized the importance of mentoring for new administrators and have 
instituted mentoring programs. Most of these programs are two years in length 
and involve statewide meetings, area meetings, and on-site visits. 
In addition to state mandated mentoring initiatives, there are school 
districts that are involved in implementing administrator mentoring programs 
(Boccia & Ackerman, 1997, Cromwell, 2002; Delisio, 2002;). Boccia and 
Ackerman described the partnership between the Lowell Public School system in 
Massachusetts and the University of Massachusetts Lowell that created the 
Lowell Leadership Academy. The university affords the opportunities for 
professional development for the school system's administrators, which provides 
collegial support, reduces isolation and strengthens leadership skills and 
knowledge. The new administrators in this urban area are supported by the 
monthly sessions and the week-long summer institute, which renders them the 
opportunity to collaborate with experienced administrators and gain an 
understanding of their role as a school administrator. 
In a program similar to the Lowell Leadership Academy, Denver, Colorado 
administrators are participants in the Denver Principal Leadership Program 
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(Cromwell, 2002). Cromwell indicated that this program gives new principals the 
information and guidelines they need to become instructional leaders in their 
schools. This support is provided by mentors, called coaches, who have strong 
experience with administration, staff development, and school change process. 
Cromwell concluded that the principals in the Denver Principal Leadership 
Program feel they are becoming more effective school leaders because of the 
guidance given by their mentors. 
Delisio (2002) provided information on another principal training and 
mentoring program that operates in Chicago, New York City, and California. The 
New Leaders for New Schools training program was created by Jonathan 
Schnur, a former U.S. Department of Education staff member, and some of his 
colleagues, all of whom understood that the common denominator among great 
schools was that they had great principals. Delisio explained that New Leader 
participants begin their training with a summer of intensive coursework followed 
by an academic year long internship at a school working with the mentor 
principal. This mentoring continues for two years after the residency ends. 
Participants in the program feel their success as administrators is due in part to 
the impact of their mentors. 
Group Mentoring 
As evidenced by the aforementioned mentoring programs, traditionally 
mentoring is thought of as a relationship between an older advisor and a junior 
protege. However, Peluchette and Jeanquart (2000) argued that mentoring may 
stem from a variety of sources. As early as 1993, Dolan hypothesized that group 
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mentoring would become an effective means for groups of inexperienced 
professionals to obtain guidance and direction from experienced mentors. Imel 
(1994) and later Musinski (1999) concluded that adults learn better when they 
are placed in groups and able to share ideas and collaborate with others. 
Ricciardi (2000) wrote that social learning theory reports that adults benefit from 
"direct and observational learning experiences" with others as they develop job 
behavior patterns and strengthen work performance (p. 3). A group mentoring 
environment is more conducive for adults who are able to network and gain 
information and advice in a more efficient manner (Van Collie, 1998). 
The Capistrano Unified School District in California developed a group 
mentoring program for principals in the fall of 1997 (Lovely, 1999). A veteran 
administrator is identified to work with six first year principals through telephone 
contacts, site visits, and job shadowing. There are monthly workshops that 
promote teambuilding, and a resource binder is created to help the new 
principals become successful beginning their first year. The school district also 
holds Leadership Happy Hours to allow new and veteran administrators the 
opportunity to discuss how to better operate their schools. Lovely concluded that 
the Capistrano school district follows Chinese proverb that says, "If you want one 
year of prosperity, grow grain. If you want 10 years of prosperity, grow trees. If 
you want one hundred years of prosperity, grow people" (p. 12). 
Mentoring Administrators Program 
The Mentoring Administrators Program (MAP) at Georgia Southern 
University is an attempt to grow people. When the University System of Georgia 
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Board of Regents demanded accountability and the nation began to press for 
excellence, Georgia Southern University felt challenged to help improve the 
quality of education in southeast Georgia's schools (Richardson & Jording, 
2000). In an effort to accomplish this goal, the educational administration 
department began to examine ways to coordinate programs and functions that 
were already in place to facilitate program development and delivery. Georgia 
Southern University educational administration faculty determined that if they 
were to be able to guarantee graduates as the Board of Regents required, the 
current administrator training programs would have to be improved. Richardson 
and Jording (2000) depicted MAP as a vehicle to "work proactively with client 
school districts and new administrators...to allow both new and experienced 
principals to work together in an environment that is conducive to learning and 
staff development without fear of reprisal" (p. 2). MAP is a collaboration between 
the Center for Educational Leadership and Service at the College of Education, 
Georgia Southern University, and local school districts, which provides 
opportunities for a field-based leadership program for administrators (Richardson 
& Jording, 2001). Richardson and Jording outlined ten objectives that guide the 
MAP: 
1. Develop linkages between the participating public schools and the 
College of Education that support the development of educational 
leaders; 
2. Delivery of an innovative identification and development program, 
which will respond to current needs of participating administrators; 
3. Innovative identification and analysis of a pool of candidates from 
which the public schools can select prospective administrators; 
4. Develop administrator recruitment strategies to help participating 
school districts to attract and retain the most capable candidates; 
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5. Use learner-centered approaches in the development of potential 
school leaders that are linked to the actual job context through clinical 
experiences and teaching techniques that include practice-based and 
problem-centered methods; 
6. Employ staff development techniques to effectively integrate field 
experiences with academic background; 
7. Respond to: the need for qualified professionals with effective skills in 
leadership, management, human relations, and communications; the 
need for trained leaders in many aspects of the organization; the need 
to observe aspiring leaders overtime and to assess their skills and 
abilities; and the need to refine and polish the leadership abilities of 
potential administrators; 
8. Provide experiences to potential administrators that address specific 
skill areas; 
9. Establish substantive linkages between university-based principal 
preparation programs and school districts through the creation of 
clinical professorships, partnership sites for clinical experiences, field 
residencies, and applied research to form a coherent and integrated 
strategy for responding to the shortage of qualified administrators; 
and 
10. Integrate the preparation of participants into the school district culture 
as a means of extending professional education and growth, (p. 5-6) 
By implementing these objectives, the developers of the Mentoring 
Administrators Program aspired to improve school leadership in the participating 
schools, which would improve education in the schools as well. Richardson and 
Jording (2000) described MAP as "an attempt to understand the current 
pressures being placed on schools and educational administration programs and 
translating these innovations into creative solutions to problems of practice" (p. 
5). 
Future for New Administrators 
With the changes that have come from federal and state mandates as well 
as the retirement of many practicing administrators, there will be many new 
administrators taking the reins in America's schools. Thomas Sergiovanni, 
executive director of the Center for Educational Leadership, said that principals 
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must be prepared to handle the day-to-day situations that arise on the job (Groff, 
2001). He further stated that principals must be prepared to be open-minded and 
to handle each situation as it comes. Principal training programs must be 
designed to incorporate mentoring in collaboration with school districts to 
alleviate the isolation and helplessness that many new administrators feel ("A 
Good School Principal", 2000). Yerkes and Guaglianone (1998) proclaimed that 
universities and school districts must form partnerships that provide for mentoring 
to support new administrators. 
Evaluation Research Needed 
Principals are the single most important factor in a successful school 
(Whitaker & Turner, 2000). The key to a bright future for education is to train and 
mentor new administrators who will lead America's schools (Yerkes & 
Guaglianone, 1998). The programs that have been documented in the research 
are utilizing the mentoring components; however, it is difficult to know whether 
these programs are working or not because there is little or no systemic 
evaluation (Hoachlander, Alt, & Beltranena, 2001). Feiman-Nemser (1996) and 
later Gibb (1999) both called for more qualitative research that can provide more 
information about the effectiveness and efficiency of mentoring. Gibb further 
indicated that there is not much critical analysis of mentoring programs' 
successes or failures and relatively no critical evaluation of the programs. 
Finally, Vance (2002) revealed the need for more direct studies on mentoring to 
inform mentoring policy and practice. 
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Summary 
New administrators, who are being hired to lead more schools, are in need 
of mentoring programs to help them lead successfully and to continue in the 
administration field. Mentoring has been found to be a beneficial method to train 
new people in the business and medical profession, as well as the armed forces. 
The call from mentoring in education is being heard, and many more mentoring 
partnerships are being formed in the education arena. 
The Mentoring Administrators Program at Georgia Southern University is 
one such collaboration that was created to provide assistance to new 
administrators by coordinating the opportunity for them to meet with experienced 
administrators and University personnel to gain insight and understanding of the 
job of school administrator. Programs of this type are needed to prepare 
administrators to lead schools that are able to meet the accountability challenges 
set forth by state and federal mandates. 
Because of the lack of research, another need that has been recognized is 
for more formal evaluation of mentoring programs to determine if they are 




The purpose of this study is to evaluate the Mentoring Administrators 
Program (MAP) conducted by Georgia Southern University. MAP is designed to 
mentor educators who are new in the field of educational administration. The 
program unites veteran administrators, university personnel, and educational 
experts with administrators who have been in their positions for less than three 
years. 
The purpose of this chapter is to identify the research questions that will 
be answered by the study. This chapter also includes a description of the 
participants and research design, as well as the data collection and data analysis 
procedures. 
Introduction 
Leadership in Georgia's schools has become more complex than ever 
before (Neil, Carlisle, Knipe & McEwen, 2001). Administrators must take on 
many different roles to ensure that their schools achieve success. These 
administrators must work to raise their schools' test scores by becoming the 
instructional leaders for their schools (Bottoms & O'Neill, 2001). Administrators 
also have to follow the mandates set forth by the A-Plus Education Reform Act of 
Georgia. These higher expectations can lead to stress for administrators who 
are new to their positions (Hopkins-Thompson, 2000). 
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One way for new administrators to combat this stress is to find mentors 
who can help guide them through their first years of leadership (Maggart & 
James, 1999). Mentoring relationships have many positive attributes. Kochan 
and Trimble (2000) found that mentors help their proteges establish goals, 
network, and gain insight in creating relationships. Through these activities, 
proteges are able to have insight into other administrators' leadership styles, to 
clarify their own beliefs, and to accept critical feedback from the ones who have 
held administrative positions. 
Mentoring can come in the form of one-on-one partnerships where the 
more experienced administrator guides and directs the new administrator 
(Monsour, 1998). However, increasingly, mentoring is also becoming a group 
process where a group of new administrators meet and learn from more 
experienced administrators who can share advice and experiences (Mitchell, 
1999). 
This type of participative mentoring means that the new administrators can 
learn from several different mentors and from each other (Van Collie, 1998). 
Group mentoring goes beyond the textbooks and classroom walls; it becomes an 
important part of the lifelong learning process. Group mentoring is also an 
efficient way to disseminate information to groups of new administrators who are 
eager to learn all they can about leading effectively (Van Collie). 
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Research Questions 
The overarching question for this research was: What are the perceptions 
of participants and program administrators toward the Mentoring Administrators 
Program (MAP) at Georgia Southern University? The following sub questions 
guided the over-arching research question: 
1. What are the participants' general perceptions of mentoring? 
2. What benefits do participants perceive they received from the 
Mentoring Administrators Program? 
3. What do participants perceive as limitations of the Mentoring 
Administrators Program? 
4. What perceived changes to the Mentoring Administrators Program 
would the participants recommend? 
5. What are the perceptions of other clientele toward the Mentoring 
Administrators Program? 
Research Design 
In order to collect data on the impact that the Mentoring Administrators 
Program has had on current Georgia administrators, the researcher performed a 
program evaluation using qualitative techniques. Miles and Huberman (1994) 
listed the strengths of the qualitative technique as: 
1. It focuses on naturally occurring events in natural settings; 
2. The data is collected in close proximity to the specific situation instead of 
through the mail or on the telephone; 
3. It allows for rich and vivid data; 
4. It allows the researcher to assess causality of the data; and 
5. It is well suited for locating the meanings people place on the events, 
processes, and structures of their lives, (p. 10) 
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These techniques allowed the researcher to conduct an in-depth program 
evaluation of the Mentoring Administrators Program from the perspectives of the 
participants and clientele. 
Program Evaluation 
Program evaluation is defined as "the use of scientific methods to 
measure the implementation and outcomes of programs, for decision-making 
purposes" (Rutman & Mowbray, 1983, p. 12). Mark, Henry, and Julnes (2000) 
defined the four purposes of program evaluation: (1) Assessments can be made 
of the program's merit and worth; (2) Program and organizational improvements 
can be suggested in an effort to modify and enhance the program; (3) 
Assessments as to what extent the program follows the directives of statutes, 
regulations, rules, or mandated standards can be made. Finally, (4) general 
theories, propositions, and hypotheses can be tested or discovered in the context 
of the programs. The selection of the evaluation purpose(s) should be based on 
an informed judgement of which purpose or set of purposes will best compliment 
the program evaluation. By performing the program evaluation on the Mentoring 
Administrators Program, this researcher assessed the program's merit and worth 
in an attempt to modify and enhance the program, and add to the knowledge 
base on mentoring programs. 
Mark, Henry, and Julnes (2000) described the four modes of inquiry that 
have evolved in program evaluation to assist researchers as they attempt to 
make sense of the programs they are evaluating. The description mode in 
program evaluation is used to measure program resources, services delivered, 
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program clients and their characteristics, program context, and outcome 
variables. Descriptive methods can also be used to measure subjective 
experiences or meanings experienced by the participants. Classification is 
another inquiry mode used to identify the categories into which clients, services, 
programs, times, settings, or effects fall. Classification also assigns specific 
programs to general categories or groupings. These categories reflect a more 
fundamental level and cannot be observed or measured directly. Causal 
analysis as an inquiry mode involves estimating the impact of a program on 
valued outcomes and understanding why effects occur. This facilitates efforts to 
generalize the findings in other settings. The final inquiry mode, value inquiry, 
assists with natural valuation. A variety of methods exist to assess the values 
surrounding a program and its effects. Value inquiry also involves measurement 
of the extent to which various stakeholders value possible outcomes and 
attributes of the program. These four modes allow researchers to compensate 
for the limits of their natural sensemaking abilities, such as not being able to 
observe program outcomes for all program participants or biased reporting that is 
inherent when individuals make observations. For the purpose of evaluating the 
Mentoring Administrators Program, the researcher employed the description 
inquiry mode to assess the program's merit, enhance the program, and add to 
the research on mentoring programs. 
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Participant-Oriented Evaluation 
For the purpose of this research, the participant-oriented evaluation 
approach to program evaluation was used to evaluate the Mentoring 
Administrators Program. Worthen, Sanders, and Fitzpatrick (1997) described 
this approach as one that has the ability to provide in-depth insight into the 
perceptions of the participants while accurately assessing and describing the 
program under evaluation. The participant-oriented approach was developed as 
practitioners began to question whether evaluators understood the human 
element that was an integral part of the evaluation process. Consequently, the 
participant-oriented approach is "aimed at observing and identifying all (or as 
many as possible) of the concerns, issues, and consequences integral to the 
human services enterprise" (Worthen, et.al., p. 154). 
Stake (1980) and later Guba and Lincoln (1981 & 1989) outlined the 
responsive evaluation approach with regards to participant-oriented evaluation. 
Evaluators begin to focus the program evaluation as a means to empower the 
stakeholders who were disenfranchised with other evaluation approaches. 
Responsive evaluation's main focus is to address the concerns and issues of a 
stakeholder audience (Worthen, Sanders, & Fitzpatrick, 1997). Stake (1975) 
stressed the importance of being responsive to the participants' concerns, 
reactions, and issues when evaluating a program. The main focus is on the 
information the decision-maker wants the evaluator to provide. This information 
may be about program outcomes, how to improve some process, or whether the 
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program is being implemented appropriately. Stake (1978) listed the appeal of 
responsive participant-oriented evaluation as: 
1. It helps the evaluation audiences understand the program if evaluators 
pay attention to the natural way in which audiences understand and 
communicate about things. 
2. Knowledge gained from experience (tacit knowledge) facilitates human 
understanding and extends human experience. 
3. Naturalistic generalizations, which are arrived at by recognizing 
similarities of objects and issues in and out of context, are developed 
through experience. They serve to expand the way in which people 
come to view and understand programs. 
4. By studying single objects, people accumulate experiences that may 
be used to recognize similarities in other objects. Individuals add to 
existing experience and human understanding, (p. 162) 
Worthen, Sanders, and Fitzpatrick (1997) found many strengths of the 
participant-oriented evaluation technique. This technique is effective for any 
human-relation-oriented individual to use and provides richer and more 
powerful data than other techniques of evaluation. This technique directs the 
evaluator's attention to the needs of the decision-maker while stressing the 
importance of looking at the program from many different viewpoints. Using 
this technique, there is much potential for gaining new insights and new 
understandings about the program. The participant-oriented approach is also 
flexible and reflects the inner workings of the program. Sanders (2001) stated 
that evaluation is meant to strengthen development and that without the 
process of evaluation "there is no way to distinguish the worthwhile from the 
worthless" (p. 363). 
Data Collection 
Creswell (1994) listed the steps involved in data collection as setting the 
study boundaries, collecting information through observations, interviews, 
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documents, and visual materials, and establishing the protocol for recording 
information. The participants for this study were 10 purposefully selected 
administrators from two southeast Georgia school systems who participated in 
the Mentoring Administrators Program at Georgia Southern University, one 
assistant superintendent who was a presenter in the Mentoring Administrators 
Program, and one Georgia Southern University faculty member who was one of 
the program administrators. The data was collected through interviews with the 
participants and clientele of the Mentoring Administrators Program. 
Interview 
Semi-structured interviews of approximately 45 minutes in length were 
conducted individually with each participant. Gall, Borg, and Gall (1996) defined 
semi-structured interviews as asking a series of questions and then using open- 
form questions to probe more deeply for additional information. Mark, Henry and 
Julnes (2000) later added that semi-structured interviews allow the interviewer to 
probe areas of interest in detail. When using the semi-structured approach, the 
interviewer is more assured that she will ask the same questions in the same 
way. This reduces the possibility of interviewer bias, error, and inexperience, 
which helps to improve the reliability of the results (Dereshiwsky, 2002). A 
structured interview was an inappropriate choice because it elicits only yes-no 
responses and does not allow for follow-up questions to obtain greater depth. 
The unstructured interview is used when the data needed for the study is 
psychologically sensitive or difficult for the respondent to express (Gall et al.). 
Such was not the case for this study. 
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Worthen, Sanders, and Fitzpatrick (1997) found that interviews allow for 
clarification and probing and should be used when greater depth of information is 
needed. Marshall and Rossman (1997) described interviewing as a 
"conversation with a purpose" (p. 108). In the conversation, the researcher 
explores some general topics to uncover the participant's views but otherwise 
respects how the participant frames and structures the responses. 
Marshall and Rossman (1997) found that interviews have strengths. 
Interviews are a useful ways to get large amounts of data quickly. Immediate 
follow-up and clarification are possible. The researcher is also able to observe 
the participant to understand the feelings and meanings that the participant 
places on his everyday activities. 
Interviewing is not an easy task (Gay, 1996). Worthen, Sanders, & 
Fitzpatrick (1997) commented that a good interviewer must be a good listener, as 
well as straightforward, nonthreatening, and nonjudgemental. She must be able 
to establish rapport with the person being interviewed and allow that person to 
talk without rushing to fill in conversation gaps (Worthen, et.al., 1997). Worthen, 
Sanders, and Fitzpatrick also suggested that inexperienced interviewers 
schedule practice sessions and scripts to prepare for the actual interviews. For 
the purpose of preparing for the interviews with the Mentoring Administrators 
Program participants and clientele and to hone her interviewing skills, the 
researcher scheduled a practice interview with an administrator who participated 
in the Mentoring Administrators Program but was not chosen to participate in the 
evaluation. 
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The following questions were used as a guide in the interviews with the 
participants and the clientele. 
1. How did you become involved in the Mentoring Administrators 
Program? (Probe: Ask if he/she was invited and by whom.) 
2. Did you perceive that you had the support from your administrator to 
attend? 
3. Were you a constant participant? (Probe: Ask how many times he/she 
attended and in what kinds of activities he/she participated and in what 
topics he/she was most interested.) 
4. Describe your relationship with the other participants in the MAP. 
5. What were the major strengths you perceived of the MAP? 
6. What were the major limitations you perceived of the MAP? 
7. Did the fact that the sessions were specific lend to greater participation 
or less participation? (Probe: Ask him/her to explain.) 
8. Do you consider it an advantage or disadvantage that University 
personnel were used as well as practitioners? (Probe: Ask him/her to 
explain.) 
9. During your MAP participation, did you develop a closer relationship 
with the University personnel and/or your co-participants? (Probe: Ask 
participant to describe the change in the relationship.) 
10. As a new administrator, how beneficial was MAP to incorporating you 
into your district? Did your co-workers help you while you were 
involved in MAP? 
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11. Please give me your general impression of the MAP. 
Table V presents an item analysis of the relationship among the interview 
questions used in the data collection, the findings from the review of literature, 
and the research question answered. The over-arching research question was 
answered through the answering of the six subquestions. 
Participants 
The participants in this study were a purposive sample of 12 participants 
from the new administrators and clientele who participated in the Mentoring 
Administrators Program at Georgia Southern University. Miles & Huberman 
(1994) declared that sampling is crucial for later analysis. Qualitative 
researchers usually work with smaller samples of people than quantitative 
researchers do. These qualitative samples tend to be purposive rather than 
random because the initial definition of the study is more limited and because the 
social processes of the study have a logic and a coherence that random 
sampling can not explain (Miles & Huberman). Worthen, Sanders, and 
Fitzpatrick (1997) described purposive sampling as being helpful to describe a 
subgroup and to obtain a better understanding of the program as a whole. This 
type of sampling is appropriate for descriptive studies. 
New Administrators 
The ten new administrators from two southeast Georgia school systems 
were the long-term participants in the Mentoring Administrators Program. 
Because these administrators participated in the Mentoring Administrators 
Program from the inception through to the end, they were part of the purposive 
Table V 
Item Analysis of Interview Questions and Research Questions 
Interview Question Literature Review Cites Research Questions 
1 Dansky, 1996; Kaye & Jacobson, 1 
1995; Mitchell, 1999; Renihan, 1999 
2 Bush & Chew, 1999; Maggert & 1 
James, 1999; Thomas & Wasden, 1992 
3 Casavant & Cherkowski, 2000; 1 
Education Commission, 2000 
4 Peluchette & Jeanquart, 2000; Imel, 1994; 2 
Musinski, 1999; Ricciardi, 2000; Van Collie, 
1998 
5 Richardson & Jording, 2000; Richardson & 2 
Jording, 2001 
6 Richardson & Jording, 2000; Richardson & 3 
Jording, 2001 
7 Matters, 1994; Malone, 2000; Geismar, 4 
Morris, & Lieberman, 2000 
8 Malone, 2000; Daresh & Playko, 1993; 4 
Milstein, 1993 
9 Daresh, 1988; Grover, 1994; Wilmore, 1 
1995; Bradshaw & Buckner, 2000 
10 Cromwell, 2002; Delisio, 2002; Dolan, 1993 2 
11 Groff, 2001; Yerkes & Guaglianone, 1998; 5 & 6 
Gibb, 1999; Vance 2002 
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sample who were interviewed for the study. In order to preserve 
anonymity, the names of the systems were masked. For the purpose of this 
study, they were named Alpha and Beta. 
Clientele 
A practicing assistant superintendent, as well as the Georgia Southern 
University faculty who mentored the new administrators, were also the 
participants in the study. Interviews with these clientele provided perceptions 
from the long-term program administrators who presented the topics at the 
Mentoring Administrators Program meetings. 
By comparing the data from the new administrators, the data from the 
clientele, and the anecdotal data from the Mentoring Administrators program, the 
researcher triangulated the data. "Triangulation involves examining the 
consistency of results from different sources and methods for measuring the 
same construct" (Worthen, Sanders & Fitzpatrick, 1997). No one of the three 
types of data collection is capable of providing the necessary information to 
effectively evaluate the program; however, in concert, the three measures give a 
better picture or description of the program (Popham, 1988). 
Process 
A study proposal, data collection instrument, and informed consent letters 
were sent to the Georgia Southern University Institutional Review Board for 
consideration. When approval to collect data was received, the participants, who 
were purposively selected by choosing the participants who were involved in the 
MAP from the beginning of the program until the end, were contacted by 
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telephone to schedule a convenient interview time. The interviews were 
scheduled to take place in the offices of the participants to put them at ease. 
A pilot interview was conducted with one principal, a participant of the 
Mentoring Administrators Program, who did not participate in the study. This 
allowed the researcher the opportunity to become familiar with asking interview 
questions and to get feedback on the interview questions. 
Before beginning the interviewing process, the researcher planned the 
interview process, as well as the introduction of the interview. Worthen, Sanders, 
and Fitzpatrick (1997) noted that the introduction should be designed to develop 
rapport with the participant and explain the general procedures of the interview. 
The purpose of the interview, the length of the interview, confidentiality and 
anonymity were discussed with the participant before the interview began. Prior 
to the interview beginning, an agreement between the researcher and the 
participant was made about their participation and privacy. This benefited the 
quality of the data that was collected and later analyzed (Miles & Huberman, 
1994). 
The researcher used tape-recorded and handwritten notes to gather 
information from the participants. Creswell (1994) recommended that 
researchers audiotape each interview and take notes in the event that the tape- 
recording equipment fail. The use of the tape recorder allows the "interviewer to 
make more eye contact and establish rapport while still documenting the 
dialogue" (Worthen, Sanders & Fitzpatrick, 1997, p. 381). The transcription of the 
interview should be completed at a later time (Creswell). 
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The data recorded from each interview was transcribed by a third party 
and checked by the researcher for accuracy. The researcher listened to the 
tapes while looking over her handwritten notes and made note of any nuances 
and feelings that were apparent in the participants' voice and inflection. The 
researcher also asked the participants to check the transcribed information for 
accuracy. These steps added a richness and depth to the information collected 
(Miles & Huberman, 1994). 
Analysis of Data 
Gay (1996) and Marshall and Rossman (1999) found that data analysis 
involves making sense and bringing order to the enormous amount of narrative 
data. It is also a search for general statements about relationships among 
categories of data (Strauss & Corbin, 1997). Creswell (1994) described data 
analysis as requiring the researcher to be comfortable with developing categories 
and making comparisons and contrasts. He also added that researchers should 
be open to possibilities and see alternative explanations for their findings. This 
also involves synthesizing information to gain a full understanding of the data 
(Gay). 
Worthen, Sanders and Fitzpatrick (1997) described data analysis as the 
search for patterns and categories which "builds levels of confidence" in the 
evaluator's conclusions (p. 390). This analytical induction occurs as the 
evaluator explores and forms impressions, identifies themes, focuses on working 
hypotheses, verifies these hypotheses and assimilates the conclusions with what 
else is known about the program being evaluated (Miles & Huberman, 1994). 
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The researcher became familiar with the data by listening to the tape- 
recorded interviews to determine what patterns existed. She also read the notes 
taken during the interview sessions and attempted to find the similarities and 
differences in the data, as well as search for patterns and themes. The tape- 
recorded interviews were transcribed by a third party. The researcher then 
studied the transcription notes and the interview notes of the participants and 
clientele to determine if there were similarities in the data. Creswell (1994) 
suggested reading through each interview, making notes, and sorting the 
information into similar clusters of major topics. This made the patterns more 
readily apparent to the researcher. 
The data was analyzed through the computer software program QSR 
NUD*IST Version 5 (N5). Miles and Huberman (1994) stated that computer 
analysis "can reduce analysis time, cut out much drudgery, make procedures 
more systematic and explicit, ensure completeness and permit flexibility and 
revision in analysis procedures" (p. 44). Richards and Richards (1998) described 
the QSR NUD*IST Version 5 (N5) program as a code and retrieve housing 
program that attempts to go beyond retrieving text according to how it is coded. 
There are two components to the program. The first is a document system that 
holds textual type data about the research documents. This is the most common 
way the program is used. The second component is an index system, which 
allows the user to create and manipulate concepts and store and explore 
emerging ideas. Hong Tak, Nield, and Becker (1999) related that the QSR 
NUD-IST Version 5 (N5) computer program was a superior tool for researchers 
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who must code and retrieve data in text. Further, they indicated that the program 
had the capability to analyze thematic patterns in the data. 
In analyzing the data, the researcher understood the ethical concerns that 
guides program evaluators. Traditional concerns often center around the topics 
of informed consent, right to privacy, and protection from harm (Fontana & Frey, 
1998). The researcher informed the participants about the research. She 
protected the privacy of the participants, and she protected them from any kind of 
harm, such as physical or emotional. The researcher assured the participants 
that the audiocassette tapes would be stored securely and destroyed once the 
research was complete. Worthen, Sanders, and Fitzpatrick (1997) also listed 
these five basic principles: 
1. Evaluators should conduct systematic, data-based inquiries about 
whatever is being evaluated. 
2. Evaluators should provide competent performance to stakeholders. 
3. Evaluators should ensure the honesty and integrity of the entire 
evaluation process. 
4. Evaluators should respect the security, dignity, and self-worth of the 
respondents, program participants, clients, and other stakeholders 
with whom they interact. 
5. Evaluators should articulate and take into account the diversity of 
interests and values that may be related to the general and public 
welfare, (p. 324) 
Mays and Pope (2000) concluded "qualitative research is systematic, self- 
conscious research design, data collection, interpretation, and communication" 
(p. 52). Dingwall, et al (1998) found that "qualitative research requires real skill, 
a combination of thought and practice and not a little patience" (p. 170). 
Qualitative methods are often used because they offer greater sensitivity to 
meaning than quantitative methods (Seale, 2001). 
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Marshall and Rossman (1999) proposed that the quality of all research 
must be evaluated according to its trustworthiness. Lincoln and Guba (1985) 
argued that establishing the trustworthiness of research lies at the heart of the 
issues of validity and reliability. They further proposed that credibility, 
transferability, dependability, and confirmability can help to evaluate the quality of 
qualitative research. Guba and Lincoln (1981) maintained that qualitative data 
are credible when others can recognize experiences after having only read about 
them. The researcher understood that this study did not lend itself to replication; 
however, any university or state agency who is interested in evaluating a 
mentoring program for new administrators can utilize this program evaluation to 
develop a program that will benefit administrators who are new to the field. 
Credibility was established through persistent observation and 
triangulation exercises, as well as the researcher's experiences with mentoring 
(Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Marshall & Rossman, 1999). Limited transferability was 
achieved from the findings of the evaluation as they can be applied to other 
similar settings (Lincoln & Guba). Creswell (1994) stated that the purpose of 
qualitative research is to form an interpretation of events not to generalize 
findings. 
Summary 
New administrators are faced with many challenges as they accept their 
jobs. It is difficult for them to meet the challenges of high stakes testing and 
instructional leadership while trying to handle the day-to-day operations of the 
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school. Mentoring is one way that new administrators can be supported and 
guided through the difficult first years of their administrations. 
The staff of Georgia Southern University Department of Education 
understands the need for area new educational administrators to have the 
opportunity to meet with experienced administrators, educational experts, and 
university personnel to share ideas and gain insights. The Mentoring 
Administrators Program is a group-mentoring program that affords new 
administrators the opportunity to make decisions with the leadership and 
guidance of others who have the experience and knowledge of the administrative 
positions. 
The purpose of this study was to evaluate the Mentoring Administrators 
Program (MAP) to understand the perceptions of the participants and other 
clientele. A participant-oriented program evaluation was conducted by 
interviewing the participants and clientele of the MAP. Semi-structured 
interviews were conducted with 10 participants from two southeast Georgia 
school systems, as well as a Georgia Southern University faculty member, and a 
practicing assistant superintendent. 
The data was analyzed using descriptive statistics. The computer 
software program QSR NUD*IST Version 5 (N5) was used in the analysis of the 
data. The data was reported in narrative format. 
CHAPTER IV 
REPORT OF DATA AND DATA ANALYSIS 
This chapter includes a brief introduction to the study including the 
purpose of the study and a summary of the research methodology. Included in 
this chapter are the research questions to be answered, factual responses from 
the data gathered, and an interpretation of this data. This chapter also includes 
the researcher's answers to the research questions based on her findings in the 
study. 
Introduction 
The purpose of this study was to identify through qualitative data analysis 
the perceptions of Georgia Southern University's Mentoring Administrators 
Program (MAP). It was the intent of the study to identify the perceptions of the 
participants and the clientele who participated in the MAP to determine the 
benefits and limitations of the program and to identify any changes that need to 
be undertaken with regards to the MAP. 
The research design was both qualitative and descriptive. The researcher 
interviewed the individuals who participated in the Mentoring Administrators 
Program (MAP) by using semi-structured interviews with a purposive sampling of 
participants in the MAP. The participants were from the two counties, which had 
been the long-term participants in the MAP, a Georgia Southern University 
faculty member who presented in the MAP and a practicing assistant 
superintendent who also presented. The two counties were given the names of 
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Alpha and Beta, and each participant was assigned a number to protect his/her 
identity and to maintain anonymity. 
The interviews were recorded using a tape recorder and handwritten 
notes. Table VI shows the interview schedule. Major themes and patterns were 
identified by reading and reviewing the interview responses multiple times by the 
researcher. The transcriptions were also entered into the computer and 
analyzed by the computer program software package QSR NUD*IST Version 5 
(N5) to provide additional validity and to verify those patterns and themes 
identified by the researcher. The patterns and themes, which were identified by 
the researcher and the computer software, were compared and the analysis of 
the data was formulated. This analysis was used to answer the research 
questions. 
Research Questions 
The over-arching question for this research was: What are the perceptions 
of participants and program administrators toward the Mentoring Administrators 
Program (MAP) at Georgia Southern University? The following sub questions 
guided the research: 
1. What are the participants' general perceptions of mentoring? 
2. What benefits do participants perceive they received from the Mentoring 
Administrators Program? 




Interview Dates for Principals 
Alpha Administrators Day, Date/2003 
Administrator One Tuesday, April 22 
Administrator Two Monday, April 14 
Administrator Three Monday, April 14 
Administrator Four Monday, April 14 
Beta Administrators Day, Date/2003 
Administrator One Tuesday, April 15 
Administrator Two Tuesday, April 15 
Administrator Three Tuesday, April 15 
Administrator Four Tuesday, April 15 
Administrator Five Tuesday, April 15 
Administrator Six Tuesday, April 15 
Clientele Day, Date/2003 
Georgia Southern Faculty Tuesday, April 15 
Assistant Superintendent Thursday, April 3 
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4. What perceived changes to the Mentoring Administrators Program would the 
participants recommend? 
5. What are the perceptions of other clientele toward the Mentoring 
Administrators Program? 
Findings 
The findings of the study were used to answer each of the research 
questions. This section was organized through the use of the research questions 
by providing the first subquestion, the findings, and then a discussion of the 
findings. Information from the Alpha district was presented first followed by a 
discussion of the findings. Information from the Beta district was presented next 
followed by a discussion of the findings. The same process was used for 
subquestion two, three and four. Subquestions five and six were answered with 
information from the assistant superintendent and the Georgia Southern 
University faculty person who was a program administrator. 
General Perceptions of Mentoring 
What are the participants' general perceptions of mentoring? The findings 
from this question have been reported below. The responses of the Alpha 
district have been reported first followed by the responses of the Beta district. A 
data analysis follows each of the sections of responses. 
Alpha district 
Administrator One. Administrator One was an administrator for three years. 
Administrator One stated, "mentoring was very beneficial to me as a new 
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administrator. The sharing of views and differing perspectives was especially 
helpful to me." (April 22, 2003, p. 1) 
Administrator Two. Administrator Two was a first year principal. Administrator 
Two reported, 
the support that I received from the mentors from GSU and the other 
system was the greatest. It made me feel less alone out there. It was just 
great camaraderie, and we talked about a lot of different things, and it was 
good to know that I wasn't the only one who had had those concerns or 
difficulties. (April 14, 2003, p. 1) 
Administrator Three. Administrator Three was a first year principal. 
Administrator Three related, 
I liked mentoring and networking and trying to find out as much as I could 
from other principals who had been there, as well as from the University 
faculty who came to present. It was nice to set aside a time to talk about 
certain issues. (April 14, 2003, p. 1) 
Administrator Four. Administrator Four was a third year central office 
administrator. Administrator Four reported, 
I enjoyed hearing someone else's ideas. I feel that the faculty who came 
to present had such a wealth of knowledge to share, and we learned so 
much from these sharing sessions. This helped with the isolation that 
administrators sometimes feel. (April 14, 2003, p. 2) 
Data Analysis. Overall, the administrators from the Alpha district indicated that 
mentoring was very beneficial to them as they began their careers in 
administration. They found the support from and camaraderie with other 
administrators and presenters a large part of their success in those critical first 
years of administration. Fifty percent of the Alpha administrators mentioned that 
learning from the mentors in the program was a major benefit of the Mentoring 
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Administrators Program. Fifty percent of these administrators also reported that 
mentoring eased the feelings of isolation that new administrators often feel. 
Beta District 
Administrator One. Administrator One was a first year assistant principal. 
Administrator One noted, "the mentors helped us work through issues. We 
became a team, and we all benefited from learning together." (April 15, 2003, p. 
1) 
Administrator Two. Administrator Two was a second year principal. 
Administrator Two observed, "mentoring to me meant getting together with 
others and talking to find out what is going on in other schools and sharing 
ideas. I believe that new administrators need someone to take an interest in 
them and to check on them." (April 15, 2003, p. 2-3) 
Administrator Three. Administrator Three was a second year principal. 
Administrator Three described, 
Mentoring provided a great resource of expertise to draw from. It allowed 
us to relate experiences, common experiences, different experiences, and 
to get knowledge from those who had more experience than we did. It 
also allowed us to bond in a way that is not possible usually. (April 15, 
2003, p. 1) 
Administrator Four. Administrator Four was a third year assistant principal. 
Administrator Four remarked, "My basic thing was that sometimes we get 
isolated here, and it helped to have people to come in and show they cared. 
They brought information to us and helped us to be successful as we learned the 
ropes." (April 15, 2003, p. 1) 
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Administrator Five. Administrator Five was a second year assistant principal, 
and he conveyed, 
mentoring worked well because we were able to talk with an outside 
person who was not a part of our school system, and we could discuss 
complaints and problems and come up with solutions along with the 
mentors who is not an evaluative type person. (April 15, 2003, p. 1) 
Administrator Six. Administrator Six was a first year assistant principal. 
Administrator Six declared, 
the mentors listened to us and gave us advice that we could actually use. 
It wasn't just, you know, something that you know we were not going to 
use. They were instrumental in helping us work through the problems that 
new administrators face. (April 15, 2003, p. 1) 
Data Analysis. The administrators from the Beta district were in consensus that 
mentoring was beneficial for them. They spoke of the support they received from 
the mentors, and they mentioned that mentoring to them seemed to be a team 
effort that resulted in the group bonding. Seventy-five percent of the 
administrators in the Beta district related that they were able to learn from the 
mentors, and they felt it was beneficial to have each other. 
Benefits Received from the Mentoring Administrators Program 
What benefits do participants perceive they received from the Mentoring 
Administrators Program? The findings from this question have been reported 
below. The responses of the Alpha district have been reported first followed by 




Administrator One. Administrator One related, "the major strength of the 
program was the sharing of practical, relevant strategies, ideas, and experiences. 
It was very beneficial to me as a new administrator." (April 22, 2003, p. 1) 
Administrator Two. Administrator Two pointed out, "building relationships with 
the other administrators, and the support that we gave each other, as well as the 
support and guidance provided to us by the presenters was the greatest benefit 
of the MAP." (April 14, 2003, p. 1) 
Administrator Three. Administrator Three remarked on the benefit of the 
Mentoring Administrators Program saying, 
I think the networking with the other administrators and the University 
personnel was a strength. It helped to set aside a certain time to get 
together and talk about issues and find out as much as we could from 
other principals who had been there. (April 14, 2003, p. 1) 
Administrator Four. Administrator Four also felt there were benefits of the 
Mentoring Administrators Program. She stated, 
To hear somebody else's ideas, to get to share yours with somebody else 
and sometimes by virtue of somebody different listening, you get new 
ideas and new takes on the information. It was a wonderful opportunity to 
get information and to reflect on it and to get ideas from other systems 
through the program administrators who came to present. (April 14, 2003, 
P- 1-2) 
Data Analysis. The administrators from the Alpha district all spoke of benefits 
from the Mentoring Administrators Program. Seventy-five percent of the Alpha 
administrators mentioned the sharing of ideas and the networking with each 
other and other experienced administrators. Fifty percent of these administrators 
also felt that the time they spent together was a positive part of the program 
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because it gave them time to discuss issues and obtain feedback from the 
experienced administrators who presented. 
Beta District 
Administrator One. Administrator One commented, "The Mentoring 
Administrators Program was relevant to what we were doing. They would pick 
topics or we would pick topics that we needed help in, and they would explain 
them to us. We all benefited from learning together." (April 15, 2003, p. 1) 
Administrator Two. Administrator Two felt that the major benefit of the program 
was the administrator in charge. She stated, 
Our curriculum director was in charge of it, making sure everyone was 
there and reminding them to come. The fact that Georgia Southern 
personnel were brought in helped. It wasn't just us getting together to talk, 
but we had others with experience to talk about our issues of concern. If 
there was something that we wanted to find out about, our curriculum 
director would find somebody to come. (April 15, 2003, p. 2) 
Administrator Three. Administrator Three also mentioned the curriculum director 
as an instrumental part of the benefit of the Mentoring Administrators Program. 
Administrator Three asserted, 
Our curriculum director was instrumental in the MAP implementation here 
in our system. I also think another benefit was the resources of expertise 
that we had to draw from. If we had a question, we could ask it and if our 
instructors from Southern didn't know the answer, they would make a call 
and get us the information. (April 15, 2003, p. 1) 
Administrator Four. Administrator Four felt that a benefit was in the sharing of 
information. He pointed out, 
Knowing that somebody cared and was willing to bring us information was 
a strength of the program. Basically, I would ask for information, and they 
would bring it to me. It was nice to know that we had that support and that 
we were all working together. (April 15, 2003, p. 1) 
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Administrator Five. Administrator Five described the Mentoring Administrators 
Program in this way, 
Having a group of colleagues that you can work along with and generate 
other solutions to various problems that arise. It was also a benefit to 
have University personnel to work along with us. They were outside 
people so we didn't have to worry about them forming opinions about us. 
Working together with the group allowed us to bond. (April 15, 2003, p. 1- 
2) 
Administrator Six. Administrator Six concluded that the Mentoring Administrators 
Program was beneficial because, 
The mentors listened to us and they gave us advice that we could actually 
use. The sessions were interesting and we were able to choose the topics 
we were going to cover so that made the time spent more enjoyable. 
Having the University personnel there was also beneficial because they 
were all ex-administrators who brought their extensive knowledge to the 
table as well. (April 15, 2003, p. 2) 
Data Analysis. Thirty-three percent of the administrators in the Beta district felt 
that having someone in charge of the Mentoring Administrators Program was a 
benefit. They felt that this person was able to coordinate the activities and make 
certain everyone was present at the meetings. Fifty percent of the administrators 
felt that the opportunity to learn together and network with other administrators 
and the University personnel was a benefit. Eighty-three percent felt that the 
relevant and interesting topics were the major strength of the Mentoring 
Administrators Program. 
Limitations of the Mentoring Administrators Program 
What do participants perceive as limitations of the Mentoring 
Administrators Program? The findings from this question have been reported 
below. The responses of the Alpha district have been reported first followed by 
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the responses of the Beta district. A data analysis follows each of the sections of 
responses. 
Alpha District 
Administrator One. Administrator One related that the issue of time was the 
biggest limitation. She stated, "other obligations could easily get in the way of 
the meeting, and I wasn't able to attend." (April 22, 2003, p. 1) 
Administrator Two. Administrator Two also felt that time was a limitation. She 
related, "We probably didn't meet quite as frequently as I had hoped we would, 
but it was just because it was so difficult to arrange our schedules and the 
program administrator to arrange his schedule." (April 14, 2003, p. 2) 
Administrator Three. Time was also a factor for Administrator Three. He pointed 
out that there "just wasn't enough time. In administration, you just do not have 
the time to get with other administrators and actually talk about problems and 
strengths." (April 14, 2003, p. 2) 
Administrator Four. Administrator Four also found time to be a limitation. She 
indicated that there were only three or four meetings per year. She felt if "there 
had been more time and more meetings, MAP would have been even better." 
(April 14, 2003, p. 2) 
Data Analysis. All of the administrators in the Alpha district felt that time was the 
major limitation to the Mentoring Administrators Program. Other obligations also 
consumed a major portion of their time, and often there was not enough time to 
spend in the MAP. 
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Beta District 
Administrator One. Administrator One had difficulty in stating a limitation of the 
Mentoring Administrators Program. She did state that she would have like for the 
MAP to continue and to have more meetings. (April 15, 2003, p. 1) 
Administrator Two. Administrator Two did not have anything negative to say. 
She felt that she missed out on some information because she could not attend 
every meeting. (April 15, 2003, p. 2) 
Administrator Three. Administrator Three discussed the narrow scope of the 
viewpoints that the participants received. He related, "A limitation could be that it 
was just Georgia Southern and that we were getting a lot of the same viewpoints 
that we had in our graduate programs." (April 15, 2003, p. 2) 
Administrator Four. Administrator Four felt that time was a limitation. He 
remarked, "A limitation would probably be not being able to go to all of the 
meetings and another would be that perhaps we needed more involvement in the 
MAP." (April 15, 2003, p. 2) 
Administrator Five. Administrator Five felt that the scope of information was 
narrow. He believed, 
We were only dealing with new administrators in our system, and one 
thing we talked about but it never got off the ground was getting the other 
MAP groups together and kind of getting a broader scope. That would 
have given us a broader view of education in other places. (April 15, 
2003, p. 2) 
Administrator Six. Administrator Six recognized time as the biggest limitation 
factor. He noted, 
Being so busy as an administrator, sometimes you don't have enough 
time to put the time into programs. You get so caught up in the day-to-day 
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business of the school that it's difficult to leave to attend meetings. So I 
would definitely say time constraints would be a limitation. (April 15, 2003, 
p. 2) 
Data Analysis. The majority of the administrators in the Beta district felt that time 
constraints were a limitation. Thirty-three percent of the administrators also felt 
that other obligations that administrators have kept them from attending the 
meetings. Thirty-three percent also felt that the MAP may have presented 
information with a narrow scope or viewpoint. 
Recommended Changes to the Mentoring Administrators Program 
What perceived changes to the Mentoring Administrators Program would 
the participants recommend? The findings from this question have been 
reported below. The responses of the Alpha district have been reported first 
followed by the responses of the Beta district. A data analysis follows each of 
the sections of responses. 
Alpha District 
Administrator One. Administrator One felt that the group would have benefited 
from more meetings. She recommended that future Mentoring Administrators 
Program participants have the opportunity to attend more meetings and obtain 
more support (April 22, 2003, p.2). 
Administrator Two. Administrator Two believed that the Mentoring 
Administrators Program should meet more frequently. She could see the benefit 
of meeting more often to share ideas (April 14, 2003, p. 2). 
Administrator Three. Administrator Three also felt that the Mentoring 
Administrators Program should meet more frequently. Another change this 
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administrator suggested was to have MAP groups from other systems meet 
together to share more opinions and suggestions (April 14, 2003, p. 3). 
Administrator Four. Administrator Four spoke of more time available and more 
meetings scheduled as changes that could benefit the Mentoring Administrators 
Program. She believed that more topics could be covered and discussed, which 
would help new administrators (April 14, 2003). 
Data Analysis. All of the Alpha District administrators concurred that more 
meetings and more frequent meeting times would be beneficial changes to the 
Mentoring Administrators Program. Twenty-five percent of the Alpha District 
administrators mentioned meeting and sharing ideas with other systems as a 
possible change that would be a positive addition to the MAP. 
Beta District 
Administrator One. Administrator One wanted the Mentoring Administrators 
Program to continue. She felt that the administrators in her district could have 
benefited from meeting more often (April 15, 2003, p. 2). 
Administrator Two. Administrator Two pointed out that more meetings would be 
an asset to the MAP. She stated that she sometimes had to miss meetings; 
consequently, she felt if more meetings were offered, she would have been able 
to make it to more (April 15, 2003, p. 3). 
Administrator Three. Administrator Three also wanted the meetings to continue. 
He also mentioned that he thought a "broader scope of opinions" would make the 
MAP even better. He believed that having other presenters and getting other 
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groups together would bring "more opinions and more viewpoints to the table" 
(April 15, 2003, p. 2). 
Administrator Four. Administrator Four remarked that he felt more meetings 
should be added to the Mentoring Administrators Program. He also indicated 
that he would have liked to become more involved, but he felt that time 
constraints kept him from doing so (April 15, 2003, p. 2). 
Administrator Five. Administrator Five explained that he wanted the Mentoring 
Administrators Program participants from other systems to get together to 
discuss issues to obtain differing viewpoints and opinions (April 15, 2003, p. 3). 
Administrator Six. Administrator Six noted that more meeting times would have 
helped the new administrators have more options for attending meetings (April 
15, 2003, p. 2). 
Data Analysis. Eighty-three percent of the Beta district administrators perceived 
that the Mentoring Administrators Program participants could benefit from more 
meetings or a continuation of the MAP. Thirty-three percent of participants 
mentioned that providing a broader scope of opinions during the MAP would 
make the program even more successful. 
The Perceptions of Clientele 
What are the perceptions of clientele toward the Mentoring Administrators 
Program? This question was answered by answering subquestions one, two, 
three and four. The responses from the assistant superintendent are reported 
first, followed by the responses of the Georgia Southern University faculty 
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member who was a program administrator. A data analysis follows each section 
of responses. 
Clientele. What are the clientele's general perceptions of mentoring? 
Assistant Superintendent. The assistant superintendent had been an 
administrator for 18 years, and she asserted, 
I know how important it is for principals and assistant principals to have 
support. It was just natural for me to go to them and sit down and talk to 
them and offer them help, offer to be a support system for them. Having 
come from an assistant principal and principal background, I knew how 
important it was for them to have that support when they started out. It's 
very useful to have someone who's had that experience to help. (April 3, 
2003, p. 1) 
GSU Faculty member. The GSU faculty member commented, "I had been 
mentored when I was a principal, and I knew it was a necessity." (April 15, 2003, 
P.1) 
Data Analysis. Both of the clientele indicated that they had been mentored as 
beginning administrators. They were in agreement that mentoring was a 
necessity to help prepare beginning administrators and to provide much needed 
support. 
Clientele. What benefits do the clientele perceive the participants received from 
the Mentoring Administrators Program? 
Assistant Superintendent. The assistant superintendent felt there were many 
strengths to the Mentoring Administrators Program. She explained, 
I think the number one strength was the actual specific support that was 
provided. If they said they needed help with budgeting, or they needed 
help with discipline, or they needed help with parent conferencing skills, 
we provided very subject and competent specific help. Second, I think 
priority, and very much a benefit of the program was the opportunity for 
new administrators to have a set time for them to talk among themselves 
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about what they deal with in their own jobs and it helped them to see the 
bigger picture in the school system. It was also helpful for them to discuss 
their ideas, to discuss with other participants issues that were important to 
them. If they said they were struggling with something, another participant 
in the program might be able to offer help as well as the presenter offering 
help. The third benefit was that it helped some of the participants who 
were new administrators to release some of the stress they had because 
they knew they had a support system. (April 3, 2003, p. 3) 
GSU Faculty Member. The faculty member from Georgia Southern University 
related, 
I think the strength of the MAP was the fact that new or beginning 
principals or assistant principals had a place to be able to go to ask 
questions that many times one can't ask of their own people because they 
don't want to sound like they don't know anything, and it gave them an 
opportunity as a group to get to know each other and become involved 
with each other. (April 15, 2003, p. 1) 
Data Analysis. Both of the clientele felt that the Mentoring Administrators 
Program was a place where new or beginning administrators could ask questions 
and receive help and support. The benefit to the clientele came from giving the 
administrators specific help to problems that they faced in their jobs on a daily 
basis. 
Clientele. What do the clientele perceive as limitations of the Mentoring 
Administrators Program? 
Assistant Superintendent. The assistant superintendent felt that time was the 
major limitation. She stated it this way, 
A limitation - it's hard to find a time when you have five or six people in a 
district who can get together all at the same time. There were times when 
there were some emergency situations at school and some of the 
administrators could not attend, and , of course, as presenters, were 
limited in the amount of time that we could spend so that we couldn't just 
reschedule on a minute's notice. So, I think the conflict sometimes of 
emergencies in school systems and the multitude of responsibilities that a 
principal and assistant principal have plus the time restraints on us as fully 
80 
employed administrators administering the program -that was probably a 
limitation. However, that was a minor limitation though because we were 
very committed to making this program work and we juggled schedules 
frequently to insure that we provided the support for these individuals. 
(April 3, 2003, p. 3) 
GSU Faculty Member. The Georgia Southern University faculty member also felt 
there was not enough time. She noted, "We needed more time to go out and do 
more things. We did as much as we could but there were limits on time." (April 
15,2003, p. 2) 
Data Analysis. Both the assistant superintendent and the GSU faculty member 
felt that time was the limitation that affected the Mentoring Administrators 
Program. Both related that time constraints on the participants, as well as the 
presenters, made scheduling the meetings and attending the meetings difficult 
but worthwhile nonetheless. 
Clientele. What perceived changes to the Mentoring Administrators Program 
would the clientele recommend? 
Assistant Superintendent. The assistant superintendent commented that the 
major change she would suggest was that the time for the meetings should be 
scheduled with great care and back-up plans should be made. At times, the 
meetings had to be cancelled at the last minute or rescheduled because of some 
emergency situation. By having alternate plans, the meetings could continue 
even if the presenter became unavailable (April 3, 2003, p. 4). 
GSU Faculty Member. The GSU faculty member mentioned the issue of lack of 
funding. She commented that another funding source should be found to 
continue the Mentoring Administrators Program because it was so helpful to a 
81 
number of new administrators in the systems that were served (April 15, 2003, p. 
2). 
Data Analysis. It was difficult for the clientele to identify changes to the 
Mentoring Administrators Program. While the assistant superintendent believed 
that time and scheduling were the changes most needed, the GSU faculty 
member noted that funding was the bottom line in being able to even offer the 
MAP at any point in the future. 
Summary 
The participants in the Mentoring Administrators Program provided 
insightful data to the researcher's evaluation of the program. The over-arching 
question for this research study was: What are the perceptions of participants 
and clientele toward the Mentoring Administrators Program (MAP) at Georgia 
Southern University? As a result of answering subquestions one, two, three, and 
four, the overarching question and subquestions five and six were answered. All 
participants in this study found mentoring to be beneficial. All spoke of the 
support and camaraderie as being a large part of the success they experienced 
as new administrators. The participants in this study identified the benefits of the 
Mentoring Administrators Program. The participants outlined the limitations of 
the MAP as well. The participants' perceived changes to the MAP were also 
addressed in the findings and discussion of this study. 
The major finding in the Alpha district participants, the Beta district 
participants, and the clientele was the consensus that mentoring is a necessity 
for new administrators. Equally important, was the finding that the Mentoring 
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Administrators Program was a positive activity for all who were involved. 
Learning together and networking were mentioned by participants from the Alpha 
and the Beta districts as a benefit of the MAP. The clientele felt that it was 
important for the participants to have a place where they felt comfortable asking 
questions and receiving answers. The participants from the Beta district also 
mentioned having a person in their district who was in charge as being a major 
benefit for them. 
Time was the limitation that was mentioned by all Mentoring 
Administrators Program participants and clientele. All respondents felt that time 
constraints and other obligations often prevented them from gaining the most 
from the MAP sessions. Other limitations mentioned were the narrow scope of 
the viewpoints presented and the limited number of meetings that were held. 
When asked about perceived changes to the Mentoring Administrators 
Program, one hundred percent of the Alpha district and eighty-three percent of 
the Beta district participants concurred that more meetings and a continuation of 
the MAP would be beneficial to them. The assistant superintendent noted that 
scheduling was a perceived change, while the GSU faculty member concluded 
that funding was the major issue that needed to be resolved. 
The respondents in this research study were all positive about their 
experiences while they were participants in the Mentoring Administrators 
Program. They were in agreement that mentoring in general is a benefit for new 
administrators, and the Mentoring Administrators Program was a specific 
program that provided support and guidance for the participants throughout the 
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critical first years of school administration. Every participant asserted that the 
Mentoring Administrators Program should continue for future new administrators 
who will need someone to turn to for advice and information. 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
This chapter includes a brief summary of the program evaluation of the 
Mentoring Administrators Program at Georgia Southern University. It presents a 
brief summary, an analysis of the research findings, conclusions, a discussion of 
the research findings, implications for other groups, and recommendations. 
Summary 
Rising expectations in education, as well as high stakes accountability, 
prompted state legislatures across the United States to implement accountability 
systems that hold schools responsible for student achievement (Bottoms & 
O'Neill, 2001). The pressure that many principals felt from the accountability 
burden caused a mass exodus from the education profession (Lauder, 2000). 
Ferrandino and Tirozzi (2000) also placed the number of practicing principals 
who are eligible for retirement with the next three to four years as high as one in 
four. Districts searched for ways to assist new administrators who had to operate 
the schools during these critical times. Mentoring was deemed as an effective 
way to prepare new administrators for the challenges they faced as they began 
their careers (Hopkins-Thompson, 2000). 
Mentoring was a planned process whereby mentors and proteges were 
brought together to achieve common goals (Matters, 1994). Bush and Chew 
(1999) reported that any program with the ability to benefit the new 
administrators in the field will positively impact the schools, which will in turn, 
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impact the students. Participants in mentoring programs reported that working 
with a mentor was the best way to link the theories of education with the actual 
practice of education while working with a veteran administrator (Daresh, Conran 
& Playko, 1989). Group mentoring environments were also found to be important 
as it provided an environment that was more conducive for adults who are able to 
network and gain information and advice in a more efficient manner (Van Collie, 
1998). 
The purpose of this study was to conduct a program evaluation of the 
Mentoring Administrators Program (MAP) at Georgia Southern University. The 
study examined several issues from the perceptions of the participants and 
clientele of the Mentoring Administrators Program. One was the perception of 
mentoring in general. The benefits and limitations of the MAP were also 
examined, as well as any changes that were suggested by the participants and 
clientele. 
The research design for the study was qualitative and descriptive. The 
study consisted of interviewing selected participants and clientele of the 
Mentoring Administrators Program. 
The over-arching question for this study was: What are the perceptions of 
participants and clientele toward the Mentoring Administrators Program (MAP) at 
Georgia Southern University? The following sub questions guided the research: 
1. What are the participants' general perceptions of mentoring? 
2. What benefits do participants perceive they received from the Mentoring 
Administrators Program? 
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3. What do participants perceive as limitations of the Mentoring Administrators 
Program? 
4. What perceived changes to the Mentoring Administrators Program would the 
participants recommend? 
5. What are the perceptions of other clientele toward the Mentoring 
Administrators Program? 
Analysis of the Research Findings 
The research findings from the respondents' interviews provided valuable 
insight and information. The researcher analyzed these findings in an attempt to 
answer the research questions. 
General Perceptions of Mentoring 
The administrators from the Alpha district were in agreement that 
mentoring in the beginning of their careers was beneficial. During their critical 
first years of administration, the Alpha administrators reported that the support 
and camaraderie with other administrators and presenters made a positive 
impact on their careers and helped to make those years successful. All of the 
Alpha administrators also mentioned the sharing of ideas with the mentors as a 
benefit to their careers. 
The Beta district administrators also agreed that mentoring was beneficial 
to them. These administrators mentioned the support that they felt they gained 
from the mentors and each other helped the entire group to bond. They 
described the mentoring process as a team effort and felt it was a benefit to learn 
from each other. 
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The assistant superintendent reported that mentoring was very important 
to her because she had experienced mentoring herself as a beginning 
administrator. She described her role as a mentor as a support system for the 
new administrators. She felt it was important for them to have an experienced 
person with whom they could discuss issues and concerns. 
The program administrator echoed the sentiments of the assistant 
superintendent when she also noted that she had been mentored as a beginning 
administrator. She felt it was a necessity to mentor those who were new to 
administration. 
All respondents were in agreement that mentoring was a beneficial activity 
for new administrators. The administrators mentioned that mentoring provided 
them with expertise from which they could learn. They also agreed that the 
sharing of ideas was important in the mentoring relationship. Also mentioned as 
an important aspect of the mentoring process was the feeling of camaraderie. 
Administrators from both districts described the isolation that new administrators 
often feel, and they noted that mentoring helped to ease that sense of isolation. 
The respondents reported that the mentors listened to them and this made the 
first years of administration easier for them. 
Benefits Received from the Mentoring Administrators Program 
A majority of the respondents in both the Alpha and the Beta districts were 
in agreement that the sharing of ideas and the opportunity to learn together were 
important benefits of the Mentoring Administrators Program. They reported that 
the time they spent together was a positive part of the MAP because it gave them 
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time to discuss issues and obtain feedback from the experienced administrators 
who presented. 
Respondents from the Beta district also mentioned having someone in 
charge of the meetings as a strength of the Mentoring Administrators Program. 
They felt the coordination of the meeting times and activities helped to make the 
Program run efficiently. The Beta respondents felt the relevant and interesting 
topics were a major strength of the Mentoring Administrators Program. They felt 
that the topics covered issues that about which they had questions and concerns, 
and they were able to get feedback from the presenters who were there. 
The clientele also felt that providing specific help was the major strength of 
the Mentoring Administrators Program. They explained that the MAP was a 
place where new or beginning administrators could ask questions and receive 
help and support without being judged or evaluated. 
Limitations of the Mentoring Administrators Program 
All respondents, including the clientele, asserted that time constraints 
were the major limitation to the Mentoring Administrators Program. The 
respondents spoke of how other obligations made attending the meetings 
difficult. They spoke of how the day-to-day business of the school made 
scheduling the meetings difficult also. Many mentioned the few number of 
meetings, which were scheduled. One respondent observed that with everyone's 
busy schedule, including the program administrators, it was easy to see why 
finding a time and date to meet was problematic. 
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Two Beta district administrators also mentioned the narrow scope of 
information that was presented. They felt that perhaps getting other Mentoring 
Administrators Program groups together to share ideas would have been a 
benefit. They also would have liked to have more presenters from other schools 
to give the opinions and information relayed a broader scope. 
Recommended Changes to the Mentoring Administrators Program 
Two recommendations from the administrators in the Alpha and Beta 
districts were evident from this study. First, they concurred that more meetings 
and more frequent meeting times would be beneficial. One administrator 
explained how this would help new administrators have more options for 
attending meetings. Second, respondents mentioned that providing a broader 
scope of opinions would make the MAP even more successful. This could be 
accomplished by combining systems to meet together or by inviting other 
presenters to attend the meetings. 
The clientele agreed with the administrators that time and scheduling 
issues were the changes needed most; however, the program administrator 
mentioned funding as the most important issue. If the funding source is not 
there, new administrators will not have the opportunity to participate in the 
Mentoring Administrators Program. 
Conclusions 
The following conclusions were drawn from the analysis of research 
findings. 
1. Mentoring is an important system of support for new administrators. 
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2. Mentors should be provided for all beginning administrators. This 
should include one-on-one mentors and group mentoring opportunities. 
3. Administrators benefit from consistent mentoring. 
4. New administrators benefit from participating in group mentoring 
sessions. 
5. New administrators benefit from university support, on-the-job 
experience, and mentoring experiences. 
6. Districts and universities should collaborate to provide new 
administrators with mentoring support. 
7. Experienced administrators should understand it is their responsibility 
to mentor new administrators. 
Discussion of the Research Findings 
The discussion of the research findings has been arranged to include 
sections on general perceptions of mentoring, benefits received from the 
Mentoring Administrators Program, and limitations and changes to the MAP. 
Each section contains the findings from the responses from the Alpha district, the 
Beta district, and the clientele, and how these findings compare to the literature 
review in Chapter II. 
General Perceptions of Mentoring 
Participants from the Alpha and Beta districts, as well as the clientele, 
noted that mentoring was a beneficial process. They believed that the sharing of 
ideas and perspectives was an important activity for new administrators. 
Networking and camaraderie were also mentioned as important experiences for 
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the respondents. Martin, Reed, Collins, and Dial (2002) indicated that mentoring 
was an important influence in the professional development of Fortune 500 
executives. Bennis and Thomas (2002) described the mentoring relationship as 
an intense and meaningful experience that helped the proteges gain valuable 
insight, which enabled them to lead with resilience and durability. Matters (1994) 
documented that mentoring partnerships bring tangible goals, such as new skills 
learned, as well as increased and enhanced performance by the protege. 
Malone (2000) also reported that when principals were asked to identify a vital 
component of their preparation, they most often identified other school leaders. 
The majority of administrators from both districts felt that they learned from the 
mentoring relationships they had formed with the experienced administrators, 
and that these relationships had been beneficial to them. 
Benefits Received from the Mentoring Administrators Program 
All respondents felt that learning together and sharing ideas was a benefit 
of the Mentoring Administrators Program. They also commented on the positive 
impact of networking through the MAP. Geismar, Morris, and Lieberman (2000) 
stated mentoring relationships should afford the new principal with the 
opportunity to learn how to lead, as well as establish a network of peers and 
experienced professionals who can provide support and guidance. 
Many of the respondents from both districts and the clientele felt that the 
presenters were a positive part of the Mentoring Administrators Program. The 
new administrators indicated that the presenters were able to share pertinent 
information because they had been in the administration field for a longer period 
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of time. Daresh and Playko (1989) noted that mentoring is the best way to link 
the theories of education with the actual practice of education while working with 
veteran administrators. The Kentucky legislature mandated the Kentucky 
Beginning Principal Intern Program as a way to provide support and assistance 
to new administrators (Jean & Evans, 1995; Richardson & Prickett, 1991). Ashby 
(1991) found that mentors were able to influence their proteges through the 
techniques of sharing, counseling, modeling, prodding and supporting. Many of 
these techniques were described by the new administrators who took part in the 
Mentoring Administrators Program. 
A number of the respondents conveyed the sense of isolation they felt as 
they took on the job of administrator. They reported that the Mentoring 
Administrators Program relieved some of the isolation, and they felt that the 
presenters who came to the meetings really cared about them and listened to 
their concerns. Boccia and Ackerman (1997) and Monsour (1998) revealed that 
administrative mentoring programs reduced the sense of isolation beginning 
administrators feel, and eased their transition into new positions. Beginning 
administrators reported that their mentors taught them how to deal with the 
everyday pressures of the job and kept them focused on the things that really 
count during that first year when everything is new (Wilmore, 1995). 
Limitations of and Recommended Changes to the MAP 
The respondents from both districts described the limitations of the 
Mentoring Administrators Program in the same way. They felt that time 
constraints were the main limitation on the program. When asked what change 
93 
they would recommend, they reported that they would like more time to be 
involved in the meetings. They felt that more meeting times, with the flexibility to 
attend as many as possible, would allow them the opportunity to attend more 
often. Time constraints were a problem that Hart (1993) reported when he 
described many formalized mentoring programs. He found that they were often 
ill-defined, poorly structured, and plagued by time and money constraints. 
Funding issues were the recommended change that was documented by the 
program administrator, who felt that another funding source should be located to 
continue the Mentoring Administrators Program. Graver (1994) also noted that 
mentoring experiences are most helpful when the mentoring program is highly 
structured and the mentor is highly capable of mentoring as evident by a positive 
attitude and preparation for the mentoring meetings. 
Implications 
Several implications, based on the findings of the study, are noted for 
using the study results. Implications are provided for Georgia Southern 
University and other universities, the Georgia Department of Education, the 
Governor of Georgia, and school districts. 
Georgia Southern University and other universities 
Beginning in 2004, colleges and universities will have to guarantee that 
their educational leadership graduates have obtained the necessary leadership 
skills. Educational Leadership departments must make sure that the programs 
offered to students are relevant to educational reform and the current standards 
in today's schools. 
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One way to accomplish this goal is to follow Georgia Southern University's 
lead and form partnerships with school districts to provide mentoring programs 
for new administrators. Administrators from smaller systems can partner with 
other small systems and form alliances with universities to obtain mentoring 
programs. New administrators should experience greater success when they 
have the ability to incorporate what they have learned in the classroom with job 
experience while working with a mentor who can guide them. The Mentoring 
Administrators Program is one such program that can provide support and 
guidance to new administrators in southeast Georgia. 
Georgia Department of Education 
The Georgia Department of Education can utilize this program evaluation 
of the Mentoring Administrators Program to help build programs throughout the 
state of Georgia to partner school districts with university personnel to guide new 
administrators has they begin to lead the schools. This type of mentoring 
program has the capability to train new school administrators to effectively 
operate their schools during the age of educational reform and accountability. 
State School Superintendent 
The Superintendent of Georgia schools can endorse a mentoring program 
for new administrators and can use the Mentoring Administrators Program 
program evaluation to help school systems partner with universities to build 
mentoring programs. 
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Governor of Georgia 
Effective schools research has shown that effective schools are run by 
strong instructional leaders. With all of the discussion concerning higher 
expectations and academic accountability, it is important for the Governor to 
promote legislation that will mandate a mentoring program for Georgia's new 
school administrators. The Mentoring Administrators Program at Georgia 
Southern University is a model that can be used throughout the state to unite 
school districts and university personnel to provide the support new 
administrators need to raise achievement in their schools. 
School Districts 
School districts in the southeast Georgia area should carefully study this 
program evaluation. If school superintendents are given the opportunity to utilize 
the Mentoring Administrators Program for their new administrators as a way to 
help them in their new jobs, they should do so. Superintendents should also 
make the time for their new administrators to attend the Mentoring Administrators 
Program sessions to receive the necessary support to make their first years 
easier and more successful. 
Recommendations 
Based on the findings of this study, several recommendations are made. 
Presented are recommendations for implementing the results of the study and for 
further research. 
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Recommendations for Implementing the Results of the Study 
1. It is recommended that new administrators acquire a mentor through a 
mentoring program. 
2. It is recommended that new administrators participate in a year long 
internship to allow them more time to learn as they work in the schools. 
3. It is recommended that universities and school systems work together, as 
with the Mentoring Administrators Program, to form partnerships, which will 
make the transition in to the principalship less difficult. 
4. It is recommended that a mentoring program be available for administrators 
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with three years and less experience. 
5. School systems should have a central office person who can coordinate 
mentoring activities for their district. 
6. The Georgia Department of Education should provide for a mentoring 
program for all new administrators. 
7. The funding for mentoring programs should come from the legislature. 
8. School systems' staff development funds can also be applied to mentoring 
programs. 
Recommendations for Further Research 
1. Evaluate the Mentoring Administrators Program from the perceptions of other 
participants. 
2. Look at other mentoring programs and compare them to the Mentoring 
Administrators Program. 
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3. Examine participation in the Mentoring Administrators Program makes a short 
term or long term difference. 
4. Examine the success rate of mentored administrators from formal and 
informal experiences. 
Dissemination 
The researcher will utilize this program evaluation of the Mentoring 
Administrators Program to gain support for statewide mentoring programs for 
new administrators. The program evaluation will be distributed to the State 
School Superintendent, leaders of the Georgia Association of Educational 
Leaders, and the Governor of Georgia in the form of a pamphlet that summarizes 
the need for mentoring programs for new administrators. The researcher will 
also work to have parts of this study published in educational leadership 
publications in an effort to garner support. 
Concluding Thoughts 
Research has shown that individuals who are mentored are more 
successful than those who are not mentored. School administrators are feeling 
the pressure to be successful. Accountability is placed on them from both the 
state and the federal level. New administrators need the guidance of 
experienced administrators who can lead them through the trials of those first 
critical years. Like Mentor in Homer's The Odyssey, experienced administrators 
can encourage, support, and guide the new administrators through the labyrinth 
that is education accountability. When the new administrator emerges from the 
other side, she will be confident and equipped with the necessary skills to lead 
98 
her school on her own to greater heights than she could have achieved without 
the benefit of a mentor. The time has come for Georgia to recognize the need for 
mentoring programs for new school administrators. This is one way to better 
ensure success for the administrator, the students, and the school. 
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TIMELINE FOR COMPLETION OF DOCTORAL REQUIREMENTS 
1 
APPENDIX A 
Timeline for Completion of Doctoral Requirements 
Time Line 
July 2002 - Preprospectus Defense 
January 2003 - Prospectus Defense 
April 2003 - Conduct Interviews 
March, April and May 2003 - Writing the Dissertation 
June 2003 - Final Defense 
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APPENDIX B 
Demographic Information Survey 
Please complete the following: 
Age: (as of February 2003):  
Race: (Please circle one of the following) 
Caucasian African American Asian Hispanic Native American Other 
Gender: (please circle one of the following) 
Male Female 
Total number of years as an administrator:  
School size:  
Type of school: (Please circle one of the following) 
Elementary Middle High School 
APPENDIX C 




Semi-Structured Interviews of MAP Participants 
Interview Questions 
Participation Activities 
1. How did you become involved in the Mentoring Administrators 
Program? (Probe: Ask if he/she was invited and by whom.) 
2. Did you perceive that you had the support from your administrator to 
attend? 
3. Were you a constant participant? (Probe: Ask how many times he/she 
attended and in what kinds of activities did he/she participate.) 
4. Describe your relationship with the other participants in the MAP. 
Benefits/Limitations 
1. What were the major strengths you perceived of the MAP? 
2. What were the major limitations you perceived of the MAP? 
3. Did the fact that the sessions were specific lend to greater participation 
or less participation? (Probe: Ask him/her to explain.) 
4. Do you consider it an advantage or disadvantage that University 
personnel were used in addition to practitioners? (Probe: Ask him/her 
to explain.) 
5. During your MAP participation, did you develop a closer relationship 
with the University personnel and/or your co-participants? (Probe: Ask 
participant to describe the change in the relationship.) 
6. As a new administrator, how beneficial was MAP to incorporating you 
into your district? Did your co-workers help you while you were 
involved in MAP? 
7. Please give me your general impression of the MAP. 
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Semi-Structured Interviews of MAP Clientele 
Interview Questions 
Participation Activities 
1. How did you become involved in the Mentoring Administrators 
Program? (Probe: Ask if he/she was invited and by whom.) 
2. Did you perceive that you had the support from your administration to 
attend? 
3. How often did you present? (Probe: Ask how many times he/she 
attended and what kinds of activities did he/she present.) 
4. Describe your relationship with the MAP participants, University 
personnel, and other presenters. 
Benefits/Limitations 
1. What were the major strengths you perceived of the MAP? 
2. What were the major limitations you perceived of the MAP? 
3. Did the fact that the sessions were specific lend to greater participation 
or less participation? (Probe: Ask him/her to explain.) 
4. Do you consider it an advantage or disadvantage that University 
personnel were used in addition to practitioners? (Probe: Ask him/her 
to explain.) 
5. During your MAP participation, did you develop a closer relationship 
with the University personnel and/or your co-presenters and/or MAP 
participants? (Probe: Ask presenter to describe the change in the 
relationship.) 
6. Please give me your general impression of the MAP. 
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Georgia Southern University 
Office of Research Services & Sponsored Programs 
Institutional Review Board (IRB) 
Phone: 912-681-5465 
Fax: 912-681-0719 
4 College Plaza, P.O. Box 8005 
Ovrsight@gasou.edu Statesboro, GA 30460-8005 
To: Ms. Gina G. Williams 
Reidsville Middle School 
Cc: Dr. Cathy S. Jording 
Department of Leadership, Technology, and Human Development 
From: 
Date: 
Office of Research Services and Sponsored Programs 
Administrative Support Office for Research Oversight Committees (IACUC/IBC/IRB) 
July 14, 2003 
Subject: Status of Application for Approval to Utilize Human Subjects in Research 
After an expedited review of your proposed research project titled "Georgia Southern University's 
Mentoring Administrators Program: A Program Evaluation," it appears that (1) the research subjects are at 
minimal risk, (2) appropriate safeguards are planned, and (3) the research activities involve only procedures 
which are allowable under the following research category: 
Collection of data from voice, video, digital, or image recording made for research purposes. 
Therefore, as authorized in the Federal Policy for the Protection of Human 
Subjects (45 CFR §46.110), I am pleased to notify you that the Institutional 
Review Board has approved your proposed research. 
This IRB approval is in effect for one year from the date of this letter. If at the end of that time, there 
have been no changes to the expedited research protocol, you may request an extension of the approval 
period for an additional year. In the interim, please provide the IRB with any information concerning any 
significant adverse event, whether or not it is believed to be related to the study, within five working 
days of the event. In addition, if a change or modification of the approved methodology becomes 
necessary, you must notify the IRB Coordinator prior to initiating any such changes or modifications. At 
that time, an amended application for IRB approval may be submitted. Upon completion of your data 
collection, please notify the IRB Coordinator so that your file may be closed. 
C: Dr. Tom Case, IRB Chairperson 
Dr. Bryan Riemann, IRB Associate Chairperson 
Ms. Melanie Reddick, IRB Administrative Assistant 
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INFORMED CONSENT LETTER 
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January 23, 2003 
Dear , 
My name is Gina Williams. I am the assistant principal at Reidsville Middle School and a 
doctoral student at Georgia Southern University. I am interested in conducting a program 
evaluation of the Mentoring Administrators Program (MAP) of which you were a participant. 
Specifically, I would like to evaluate the MAP from your perceptions and to identify any changes 
that might improve the program. 
This letter is to request your assistance in gathering data to analyze the Mentoring Administrators 
Program. I am asking you to participate in an interview with me and to answer questions that will 
help me understand your perceptions. The interview, which will last approximately 45 minutes, 
will be tape-recorded for accuracy in recording responses. After the interview, I will ask you to 
read the transcribed tape of the interview and make any necessary changes. Your responses will 
be confidential, and you will not be personally identified in any way in the analysis of data and 
the results reported. I will describe each participant only by age, sex, race, past experience, and 
size and type of school. There is no penalty should you decide not to participate or later 
withdraw from the study. You may also refuse to answer any question I ask. I will provide you 
with a copy of the results of the program evaluation if you indicate below that you want this 
information. 
If you have any questions about this research project, please call me, Gina Williams, at 912-557- 
3993 (W) or 912-557-3899 (H). You may also email me at gwilliams@tattnall.kl2.t;a.us. If you 
have any questions or concerns about your rights as a research participant in this study, they 
should be directed to the IRB Coordinator at the Office of Research Services and Sponsored 
Programs at 912-681-5465. 
Thank you in advance for your assistance in studying the Mentoring Administrators Program. 
The results will be useful as Georgia Southern University helps to prepare future educational 
leaders. I appreciate and value the contribution of your time and expertise as a professional 
educator to this doctoral inquiry. 
Sincerely, 
Gina G. Williams 
Doctoral Candidate 
Georgia Southern University 
I give consent to participate in the interview and for my comments to be used in the research 
study. 
(Name of Participant) (Date) 
Check below if you would like a copy of the program evaluation of the MAP. 
 Yes, I would like a copy of the MAP program evaluation. 
